Google 


This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 
to make the world’s books discoverable online. 


It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 
to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 
are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that’s often difficult to discover. 


Marks, notations and other marginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book’s long journey from the 
publisher to a library and finally to you. 


Usage guidelines 


Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we have taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 


We also ask that you: 


+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 


+ Refrain from automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google’s system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 


+ Maintain attribution The Google “watermark” you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 


+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can’t offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book’s appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liability can be quite severe. 


About Google Book Search 


Google’s mission is to organize the world’s information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world’s books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 


atthtto: //books.gqoogle.com/ 





Sawereanienieonni alien im" IY Py 
Vie tlie hiss ba NVR Olt shi 


| a ee ii Sua Viet ay 17 ‘Nil Mi | y ot’, yoNS 
7 iy : “Mu | 1 oH asd i 














. 


CRITICAL ANNOTATIONS, 


* 


ADDITIONAL AND SUPPLEMENTARY, 


ON THE 





NEW TESTAMENT: << 
BEING A men [: : 
oe: 

Supplemental Volume | 


NINTH EDITION OF THE “GREEK TLSTAMENT, WITH ENGLISH NOTES,” 


IN 2 VOLS. 8vo. 


BY THE 


REY. S. T. BLOOMFIELD, D.D. 


OF CAMBRIDGE AND OXFORD 5 
VICAR OF BISBROOKE, RUTLAND; CANON OF PETERBOROUGH. 


Odbsey awAGs (leviter) éy Tals Oelas ypapais xetras’ Nvedpar: yep elpnuéva eloly 
‘Ayle? 31d wdyra per’ anpiBelas eterd(wper.—Curysost. ad Joann. xvii. 25. 

‘Hueis 800: GeoréBeray doneivy BovrAdueba, ove BAAcOev doxhowper, ) ex tar 
Aoyley Tov @eov. “Oca tolvvy xnpioaovow ai Oeias ypapal Teper (look into, 
examine): xa) 80a 8:3doKovor exiryyvapey (ascertain), xal dws 0érAe: Tlarhp miored- 
ev0a: miorebowpey, xal ws OdrAet Tiby Sotd(erGa: Sotdawper, eal os OdrAcc Iveta 
&y:oy Sepeiobat, AdBeper.—HiPPo.. Contr. Noét. Sect. 9. 


LONDON: 
LONGMAN, GREEN, LONGMAN, AND ROBERTS. 
1860. 


/ols5. e J 





LONDON 3 
GILBERT AND RIVINGTON, PRINTERS, 





PREFACE. 


Tux object of the work which the Author now lays before the Publie, will 
best be understood by reference to the purpose, which he strenuously 
applied himself to accomplish, in the two volumes which formed the ninth 
edition of his Greek Testament. Bulky as were those volumes, he found 
it quite impossible to effect fully what was called for by the circumstances 
of the case, in order to carry out the widely extensive plan which he 
had laid down in his mind, and which rendered it almost necessary that 
nearly the same amount of space should be allotted to the Orttical as to 
the Philological and Exegetical departments of the work. It indeed had 
been aforetime the Editor's desing?" that those two departments should have 
been kept distinct and separate, -t fough carried forward in the same page ; 
but that was quite forbidden bythe #extricted: limits of his work: and even 
had it been otherwise, it is“ questionable whether that plan would have 
been found in practice as benefitial to his readers, as it had seemed in 
theory desirable. In fact, the experiment, as to that practicability, recently 
made by Dr. Alford, on a scale more than double that of the Author’s Greek 
Test., can hardly be said to have proved successful, as even that indefatigably 
diligent Editor seems himself to have become fully aware. The only way 
to remedy effectually this untoward disadvantage, was to construct a 
separate work consisting of a volume of moderate extent, though com- 
prehending the utmost measure of multwm in parvo, and of which the matter, 
used as an appendage to the Critical Notes contained in the ninth edition of 
his Greek Test., might effect, at any rate, far more, at least as to distinctness, 
than could ever have been accomplished by the matter contained therein 
having formed part of the body of annotation itself; and consequently 
could not fail to contribute, in a far greater degree, to the convenience of 
the reader. In fact, whoever shall carefully examine the contents of the 
present work, will not fail to find that it goes far to carry out the original 
idea of the Author, containing, as it does, nearly the advantages contem- 
plated in the originally proposed separate critical edition, and being alike — 
calculated to form what should present the fruits of a nova recensio of the 
text, propounded in such critical annotations ss should be essential to the 
justifying of the course taken in laying down that text. This plan, the 
A 2 
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Author flatters himself, has been, in the present work, competeutly carried 
into effect,—and on so ample a scale, thaf, taken in conjunction with the 
series of critical notes which are contained in the 9th edition of his Greek 
Testament, it may go far to accomplish all that is really necessary; nay, 
may, he trusts, contribute materially to the settling of much in the criticism 
of the New Testament that has hitherto been left undecided. 

Besides the important results of widely extended collation, employed by. 
the Author on the 23 Lamb. MSS., and such of the Brit. Mus. copies as 
were uncollated or ill collated,—forming together little short of seventy 
MSS.',—the present work has had the additional advantage of a large mass 
of matter communicated to it by the incorporation of highly valuable 
materials, derived from the two volumes of Mr. Scrivener’s Collations of 
seventy MSS. Thus widely extensive was the body of materiale which 
had been by great labour collected and arranged; but correspondently 
large was the intellectual toil demanded to work up such materials into 
an opus, and then to carry out purpose into performance by the construe- 
tion of a regular series of Critical Notes on all passages requiring then, 
partly supplementary to those in the edition itself, but chiefly additional, 
by the forming of entirely new notes, or the re-writing, on a larger scale, of 
old ones, embodying the new materials. So vast, however, was the labour 
demanded for this purpose, that four years of assiduous and unremitting 
application were found requisite to fully accomplish it. Having, however, 
been enabled at length to complete his arduous task, the Author feels 
warranted in announcing the present work as the result of a thorough 
re-examination, for the last time by himself, of the whole text of the 
Greek Testament, to pave the way to its final settlement,—and, of course, as 
involving a critical examination of the readings introduced into the text by 


2 Of these copies about 30 are of the Gospels, some of them of considerable antiquity ; others, at 
any rate, of ancient ¢ext, and the far greater part of them uncollated, or very ill collated. The 
numbers are as follows: 1810, 4949, 5107, 5111 & 12, 5540, 5559, 5567, 5647, 5731, 5776 & 77, 
7141, 11300, 11836, 37, 38, 39, 40, 14744, 15581, 16183 & 84, 16943, 17467, 17740, 17982, 18211, 
19387, 19389. Those on the Acts of the Apostles amounted to about ten, No. 5115, 5588, 
16184, 11837, 17469, also Cov. MSS. 2, 3, 4, 5; those on the Panline and Catholic Epistles 
‘amounted to about nine, 5115 & 16, 5540, 5742, 11836 & 37, 19389, aleo Cov. 2, 3, 4, 5. Lastly, ° 
those on the Apocal. amounted to four. To the above must be added 13 Evangelistaria and Lec- 
tionaria, No. 536, 5153, 5598, 5650, 84, 5785 & 7, 11841, 18212, 19460, 19993, some of them 
very ancient, all of them valuable, and most of them collated by me in various portions of the N. T., 
esp. in St. John’s Gospel. They all deserve a full and complete collation, and, it is to be hoped, will 
receive it at the hands of that most exact of collators, Mr. Scrivener. Much is it to be regretted, 
that such important documents as Evangelistaria and Lectionaria should have been so neglected. 
Why they should be thought of leas critical value than other MSS. of the same age, is inconceivable; 
nor does it much matter whether the copies be in uncial characters or cursive. After carefully col- 
lating, and partly re-collating, the ten Codices of this kind in the Lamb. Library (of which colln. the 
present work has the benefit), I am enabled to attest, that the Evangelistaria, No. 1187, 1188, 
1189, 1190, 1192, 1193, and the Lection. 1194 & 1196, are not inferior to the uncial copies at the 
Brit. Mus. In antiquity the Evang. 1193, though not an uncial, tranecends even, as Sir F. Madden 
agrees with me, the Mus. 5598, and in partially collating the Mus. documents of that kind, I could 
not find any inferiority in the cursives to the uncials. Nay, the Lam. MS. 1188, though only 
of the 13th century, is superior to any other at Lamb., and equal in importance to any at the 
Br. Mus. Besides its other merits, it is the fullest and most complete Evangelistarium I have ever 
seen ; and, in point of correctness, is almost immaculate. 
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Griesb., Scholz, Lach., Tisch., and Alf.,—in which investigation the external 
testimony of MSS., for and against,—presented on a acale far greater than 
any previous editor could furnish,—has,.he trusts, been faithfully stated, 
and the internal evidence,—quite indispensable to turn the wavering scale, 
——has been, he trusts, weighed in a just balance. 

_ It may be proper for the Author, in limine, to apprise his readers, that 
although the matter, of which the present work consists, is professedly and 
characteristically Critical as regards the settling of the reading of the text, 
in opposition to Hzegetical as regards the adjustment of the Interpretation, 
or even Philological, as forming a handmaid to exegesis,—yet the Phélo- 
logical is occasionally introduced, whenever necessary to such a full 
carrying out of critical examination as should tend to a » satisfactory deter- 
mination of the questions at issue. 

To turn from matter and mode to measure, or extent, his readers will find, 
that although the notes im general are, as being supplementary to the 
Critical Notes in the ninth edition, of moderate length, yet some few may 
seem carried beyond necessary limits; not, however, the Author trusts, 
beyond such bounds as were necessarily called for by the circumstances of 
the case, as respects the attempted settling of long debated questions, which 
demanded a very wide scope of research, and an extensive range of tnvesti- 
gatton*®. See the passages of Chrys. and Hippol., cited in the Title-page, and 
mark the expressions per’ axpeBelac ékeralwper and tdwper cal excyvoper. 


3 The reagon for this will appear from the following able and instructive observations of Dr. 
Reiche, Theologie Professor Primarius at the University of Gottingen, at vol. i., p. 3, in the 
Preface to his recent Commentarius Criticus in Nov. Test., p. 3: “In multis sane N. T. locis 
lectionis varie, iisque gravissimi argumenti, de vera scriptura judicium firmum et abselutum, quo 
acquiescere possis, ferri nequit nisi omatum subsidiorum nostrorum alicujus auctoritatis suffragia et 
interna veri falsique indicia, diligenter explorata, justa lance expendantur. Cum enim judicium 
pendeat sepe a multis variisque argumeniis, pro lectionibus smulis pari ad speciem virtute conger- 
tantibus, fit haud raro, ut, diversis argumentorum momentis lancem huc illuc trahentibus, uno 
quodam accedente ea in certam partem inclinetur, optioque decidatur ; quo neglecto, aut non rite 
expenso, rationes non recte subducuntur, et ambigendi dubitandique rationes supersunt, que 
judicii firmitatem et constantiam destituunt. Quod in causa est, ut re non satis omnt ea parte 
circumspecta, non solum critici tantopere inter se dissentiant, sed etiam singuli sententiam suam 
toties retractent atque commutent.” The above representation of a too frequent case may serve to 
account four the vacillation of judgment which has been so generally imputed to Prof. Tisch. as a 
grave defect. Yet his gradual, almost unconscious, though now considerable, change of opinion, 
attested by the restoration to his text of so very large a number of readings in the t. rec., does not 
at all imply any infirmity of judgment, since the change doubtless arose from the learned Editor's 
having by degrees at length found time from other important occupations to institute the lengthened 
course of investigation, pointed out by Prof. Reiche, which is so indispensable to arriving at the truth. 
However, there are, in fact, few of the passages alluded to where Prof. Tiech. has not acted with 
sound judgment, as will, it is hoped, appear from the notes thereon to be found in the present work, and 
where the Professor’s reasons for change are oft reported in his own words. Whether he will make 
still further changes by restoring more readings which have place in t. rec., may be doubted, but 
only from a reason which has less to do with the faculty of judgment than with the disposition to 
exercise it, unswayed by prejudice, and unfettered by critical dogmas, which it is high time to cast 
aside or materially modify, esp. since, in summing up evidence in order to the pronouncing of 
critical judgment on any question at issue, it is indispensable that prejudice should not “‘ shake the 
wavering scale, or else it’s rarely right adjusted.” Besides, much depends on the possession of the 
very rare faculty, demanding “ Ingenium subactum, Judicium sobrium, Animi equitatem,” of 
rightly weighing internal evidence; which whether the Professor possesses in the same degree as 
that by which he is enabled to weigh external, may greatly be doubted. I have particularly adverted, 
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To advert te a matter which may be calculated to throw a stumbling- 
block in the way of the less informed bible-student, whether clerical or lay, 
—It might be thought most surprising that so many variations of reading in 
MSS. should present themselves as are found in the pages of Griesb., Scholz, 
and Tisch., and especially in the two vols. of Mr. Scrivener’s Collations. The 

Jact is certain; the cause not entirely clear. This, however, may mainly be 
ascribed to the exceeding carelessness of scribes, though partly to their 
falling into peculiarities of spelling, in some cases derived from the pro- 
nunciation of the words,—which may, as in similar cases occurring in all 
languages, have tended to deface the original spelling. Another scarcely less 
fertile cause of those marvellous diversities of reading is to be ascribed to 
the eence of critics, who in the exercise of their vocation took the greatest 
liberties, even occasionally amounting to the re-writing of passages, at 
which, partly from ignorance, or imperfect knowledge, and partly through 
@ misplaced fastidiousness as to the diction or composition of the sacred 
writers, they had been led, more or less, to stumble. In fact, that s 
systematic course of critical tampering with and altering of the text of the 
New Test., under the guise of revision, had arisen, and had reached a consi- 
derable height some time before the writing even of our earliest MSS., as AB; 
cannot be doubted. It is indeed fully proved, on the testimony not only of 
Clemens, Irenzeus, Jerome, and Tertullian, referred to by Tisch., Pref. p. 29, 
but of the most competent judge of such a matter, Or1aEn, who in his 
Tractatus de Codicibus Nov. Test. thus attests the fact: “Nuvi dé dnrovére 
WOAAH yéyovey THY avrcypigwy sagopa, cire Exi PgOupiag rier ypagéwy, Etre 
ext rédune reray poxOnpae rife dtopPwoewe (read poyOnpg ry SwpOwon) rév 
ypagopévws, etre kai ra éavroic Coxotyra éw rH dtopOwoee xpoorBérrar, F 
&gatpouyrwy®.”” Not a few of those licentious alterations were suggested by 
the Latin copies, especially of the Ztalie Version, the corrupt state of which 
had rendered it necessary for the Roman Pontiff to have an entirely new 
version [the present Vulgate] constructed by St. Jerome. That such a 
state of things continued for some time can hardly be doubted ; but that it 
should have “gradually increased so as to have arrived at its height in the 
middle ages,” as Dr. Alford supposes, there exists no proof, nor even a 
shadow of probability‘. That our most ancient MSS., ABD, should contain 
among the requisites for the just weighing of tnfernal evidence, to the “ Ingenium subactum, Judicium 
sobrium,” since they are indispensable to ite salutary use. And although I grant to Mr. Scriv, 
“how difficult it is to hinder its degenerating, even in skilful hands, into vague and arbitrary 
conjecture,” yet that will only happen where talent and skill are not held in due bounds by the 
above suggested correctives. 

3 That d:dp8wore was almost a technical term to denote critical emendation, is probable from this 
paseage of Origen, confirmed by another quoted by Euseb., Hist. Eccles. v. 38, 6 (and, of course, 
from a writer before his time), in the following words, where, speaking of those who espoused the 
tenets of Artemon, the Heretic, he says: “rats Osiace ypapais &dpoBws txitaBov ras yxsipas, 
Agyowres (alleging) avras dtwpOwxévar.” Nay Tisch., Pref. p. 30, goes so far as to say: ‘ Certum 
hoc est jam quarto et tertio, ne dicam secundo seculo, Nov. Test. textum, quemadmodum in 
codicibus sive Grecis sive ex Greco versis per orbem Christianum circumferebatur, a puritate 
atque integritate plurimis modis discessisse.” 

“ It can hardly be doubted that the exertions of the early Greek and Latin Fathers and of the 


Roman pontiffs,-to put down such a systematic falsification of Holy Writ, were partially and 
gradually successful. 
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so great a mixture of corruption, together with much of integrity and 
genuineness, as they do, is, under the peculiar circumstances of the case, no 
more than might be expected. However, no inconsiderable part of the falsifi- 
cations may probably have been derived from sources as ancient as, or even 
more ancient than, the time of Origen, as the passage above cited from 
that Father renders highly probable; and not a few of them may have 
been suggested by corrupt readings in some copies of the Italic Version. 

To advert to another occasion of stumbling by the less informed of bible- 
students,—That such great diversities of opinion as to the true text of the 
New Test. should have so long existed, and should still continue, even among 
those who might be thought competent judges, may appear a matter of 
wonder; but it is not really such. It seems chiefly to have arisen from the 
just canons of criticism, such as might fully regulate the forming of a genuine 
text of the New Test., not having been even yot laid down with sufficient 
exactness, so as to comprehend the necessary exceptions, as well as the more 
strictly defined rules—such as might ensure confidence in the results of their 
application; whence it has arisen, that, in the carrying out in practice of 
canons, which in theory, as laid down by Tisch. in his Preface, seem un- 
objectionable, the Author has been so very often called upon to take 
exception to, and express his strong dissent from, critical decisions, even 
proceeding from so experienced a critic as Prof. Tisch. Be that as it 
may, the Author can with perfect truth declare, in the words of Bengel: 
“Ubicunque meam sententiam cum aliorum opinione permutare non potui, 
non pertinaciam (nam sententia, per multas anted dubitationes et considera- 
tiones collata, mints est mutabilis), sed veritatis amorem, agnoscent, ut 
arbitror, idonei judices.” 

Suffice it to say, that the plan which the Author has in the present 
work pursued, as to the practical application of such canons, is mainly 
that which is well laid down, and which has been consistently carried out by: 
Prof. Reiche in his able Commentarius Criticus in Epistolas’ N. T., whose 
course is in a great measure that professed to be acted on by another 
Editor, whose high endowments, though of another kind than Reiche’s and 
Tischendorf’s, fully entitle his opinion, even on matters where his previous 
studies and busy avocations must make him less likely to weigh external 
testimony successfully, to be received with deference, though not re- 
garded as authoritative judgment. It is in the weighing of internal 
evidence, in cases where external hangs, as oft, in @quilibrio, that Dr. 


5 His words are as follows: ‘‘ In discernenda scriptura sincera a supposititiis et adventiciis legea 
regulasque secuti sumus, qua, inde a Millii presertim tempore invente, magis magieque exculte et 
perfect jam a rei peritis longe plurimis firma rateque habentur; quarum summa in eo continetur, 
quod testimoniorum auctoriiate lectio ea ceteris preestet, que in textus N. T. monumentis plurimis, 
antiquissimis, ad plurimas diversas eorum classes et familias pertinentibus, diversarumque orbis 
Christiani partium antiquissimam legendi consuetudinem referentibus, fide denique optimarum 
lectionum copia spectatissimis deprehenditur ; tnéerna autem bonitate prevaleat, que sensum Sundit 
probabiliorem, orationis arguinento et consilio, sententiarumque ordini et connexioni magis 
congruum, seriptorisque ingenio doctrinz et stilo convenientiorem, suspicioni autem, ortam esse ex 
erroribus vitiisque—unde in libris antiquis, presertim in N. T., false enasci solent lectiones— 
minus est obnoxia.” 
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Alford’s peculiar acuteness and sagacity might have been expected to give 
him an advantage over his two fellow-Editors : but in point of fact, at least as 
far as regards Reiche, the reverse isthe case. As for himself, suffice it to say _ 
that he has put forth his full power, and employed his utmost resources in both 
directions, and in whatever quarter it was most called for; with what success 
he leaves to be decided by his learned and candid readers; and in sending forth 
the fruits of nearly five years of most assiduous labour, he does it with some 
confidence that this his opus in Nov. Test. supremum ac ultvmum will 
obtain a renewal of that meed of approbation heretofore accorded to all 
his previous works. 

The Author cannot close this prefatory address without acknowledging 
the valuable aid which he has, in the forming of the present work, derived 
from the Critical Digest in the last edition of Tischendorf’s Greek Test., from 
whose report of Verss. and Fathers he has borrowed largely, but never im- 
plicitly relied on statements he could not verify. Of the Professor’s reports of 
MSS. the Author has made much use, but not without occasional correc- 
tion of rough estimates, or enlargement of deficient data. The additions of 
MS. evidence from the ample stores of his own and Mr. Scrivener’s colla- 
tions are very considerable. But to whom are the public mainly indebted 
for the existence of those fruits, whatever be their value, of long labours, 
but to him who set the example in the path of collation to all biblical scho- 
lars, Prof. Tisch.? To the high merits of that eminent Critic, the Author 
must bear his most decided testimony ; and he cannot but express his hope 
and trust, that in the construction of a work like the present, so abounding 
in moot points necessarily debatable, no language has fallen from him which, 
in the expression of his dissent in opinion from distinguished scholars, 
however dictated by the desire to confute what he thought erroneous, might 
give pain to those, like Prof. Tisch. and Dr. Alf., whose merits he can entirely 
appreciate, and from whom he cannot bring himself to part, on thus 
retiring from the arena of critical controversy, without the expression 
of his unfeigned respect for their high talents and acquirements, 
“quorum (to use, mutatis mutandis, the words of Mr. Scrivener) indus- 
triam mirabilem per multorum annorum laborem, se dignis laudibus pro- 
sequi nec licet, nec necesse est.” As regards himself, he cannot better 
express his thoughts and feelings on the present occasion than in the words 
of a great Protestant Reformer,—“ Sentio equidem meum vite curriculum 
et breve ef exiguum esse; quare in hac brevitate peregrinationis, ea dicam. 
et scribam, ac faciam, que migrationem meam in vitam seternam haud impe- 
diant. ’Aufy’ Fiat! Domine Jesu.’ 
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MATTHEW I, 4—IT. 9. 


Cu. I. 4. "Apmecwadaf, adopted in Tis. 3, from 
BA, is contirmed by Lam. 1183-93. Scr. y 
*Auny., which, however, is but an itacism; nay, 
even "Aweiy. may have sprung from itacism, of 
which many instances occur in 4; and not a few 
have lately, on the testimony of Card. Mai, been 
found in B 

5. For ’Q8é, Ln., Tis., and Al. read 'Iw8i2, 
from BCA, 76, 124, Ev. 32 [add Lam. 528 and 
1177, Mill's Barb. 1, Saubert’s Cod. Rav. and 
the "LwBAA by error of scribe of No. 33], con- 
firmed by the Cop. and Sah. verss. It is found 
much more strongly supported at Lk. iii. 32; 
yet internal evidence is in favour of 'Q8i)3, which 
is confirmed by Pes. Syr. vers., and also by the 
Heb. and Syr. at Ruth iv. 17, 21. 

6. LorAou@va. So, for YurAoudwvra, I have 
edited, here and every where elee. on the testimony 
of the beat MSS., including the most ancient 
Lam., Scr., and Mus. copies. 

10, 11. ’Aucoy (bis) is found in BCMA and 
twelve cursives, exclusive of Scr. p, w: and in- 
ternal evidence being in ita favour, it has been, 
not without reason, adopted by Ln., Tis., and Al. 

12, 13. The reading of B yevva is one of the 
many rash and groundless alterations in that 
MS., as is evident from the fact, that in this 

ysical sense the present tense active yevvaw 
is of such very rare occurrence that I know of 
only one example, Plato p. 206 D, rixres va 
Kai yevvd. That the evangelist should have 
used the present tense here only in the genealogy 
is incredible. 

18. "Incov is cancelled by Tis. ed. 3, from 
one cursive No. 7] and the Vulg., but retained 
by Ln. and Al., rightly, as will appear from the 
note of Matthswi; who, however, failed to see 
that the omission of the word arose from the 
variation of the position in the words ‘Ine. Xp., 
which must have existed at a very early period, 
as we learn from B, which has Xsucrou ‘Iycou, 
a reading probably occasioned by the "Inaov 
being first omitted, and then brought in at a 
wrong place. For yévynois I still decline to 
seceive yiveors. To what is urgéd in its favour 
by Al., a conclusive answer may be found in the 
able notes of Wets. and Matth. 

20. For Mapiau, Ln., Tis. 2, and Al. read 
Mapiay, from BL and, says Al., others: but | 
know of no others, and do not doubt that Mapiay 
is a mere error of scribe, mistaking mu for »; 
which applies equally well to the quotations 
from Cyr. and Maxim. As res the ver- 
sions adduced for Map/ay, the Pes. Syr., which 
follows Mapiap, far outweighs them. Tis. ed. 
3 restores Mapray. 

22. The tov before Kupiov is cancelled by 


Ln., Tis., and Al., from BCDZA and three 
cursives, Al. pronounces t. rec. “an un- 
necessary correction ;” and certainly the tou 
may be implied: but it is very unlikely that it 
should have been interpolated in all the MSS., 
except a very few. 

T. rec. dceyepbeie is now, rightly, re- 
stored by Tis. and Al. 

25. Not only is the authority for cancellin 
auras Tov wpog. very insufficient, but inte 
evidence is quite in favour of the words, from 
the greater likelihood that they should have been 
omitted (whether, as Al. thinks, from super. 
stitious veneration for Mary, I would not say) 
than inserted, from what cause soever. 


II. 3. For ‘Hp. 6 Bac., the reading Bac. ‘Hp. 
adopted by Ln., Tis., and Al., from BDZ, Cop. 
and Sah. vv., and some ancient Lat. versions, 
may be the genuine position: but there is not 
sufficient evidence that it ts. That the position 
should be altered in almost all the copies “to 
conform to that in last verse” (as Al. supposoe) 
is far lesa probable than that the reading of BD 
was a critical correction for vartation of ex- 
pression. 

8. For axp. éter., Ln., Tis., and Al. edit 
a axp., from BCD, six cursives, the It., 

ulg., Cop., and Sah. verss., Eus., and Protev. 
Jacobi, authority insufficient, especially con- 
sidering that internal evidence (confirmed by 
the Syr. vers. and Act. Thom. xxi.) is quite in 
favour of the t. rec., from the greater pro- 
bability of its having been accidentally altered 
to é&. dx. than purposely substituted for axp. 
é¢. in all the copies but nine, ‘ for emphasis’ 
sake.” The other position might very well 
arise from a critical emendation, since it cer- 
tainly makes better composition. 

9. For iorn, L., T., and A. read éoraén, 
from BCD, two cursives, Orig., and Euseb., but 
the authority is insufficient, for the t. rec. 
occurs in all the Lam. and Scr., and the best Mus. 
copies, and is confirmed by the Prot. Jac. in all 
the MSS., likewise by internal evidence, since 
éardn is evidently a critical alternation which 
occurs also at Lk. vi. 8 and elsewhere. The 
critics ought to have known that gov» is here 
taken in a popular sense, namely, as Wets. saw, 
for desitt procedere aique adev evanutl. As 
respects eIdou for ebpov, a stronger case for the 
former term can hardly be imagined, since, be- 
sides that interna] evidence is quite in its favour, 
external authority is sane so, it being found 
in nearly all the uncials, and all the cursives of 
any weight, including nearly all the am., Scr., 
and Mus. copies. And this testimony of MSS. 
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is further strengthened by that of the ancient 
versions (in such a point of great weight), to- 
gether with some ancient fathers, as Orig. and 
Euseb., besides Protev. Jac. 

13. For paiv. wut’ Ov., Tis. 2 reads xar’ 
dvap guiv., from CK and ten cursives [add 
Scr. i, w, x, Mus. 11836 and 8, 18211, and Cov. 
1, omitted by Mill]: but Ln. reads wat’ dv. 
écpavy, from B and No. 1, with It. and Vulg. 
verss. Each change is baseless, the latter a 
mere correction, suggested by i. 20, proceeding 
from critics, who, as often elsewhere, did not 
perceive the force of the narrat. present. Tis. 
3, seeing the matter in this very same light, has 
restored t. rec.. and it were well if he had done 
the same at v. 19, where, however, he still, with 
Ln. and Al., retains @aiverut xat’ dvep, from 
DRZ and ten cursives, regarding t. rec. as a 
mere “correction from v. 13.” The simple 
truth seems to be that the evangelist here, for 
no apparent reason, varied the position of the 
words xat’ dvap; while the revisers, following 
the It. and Vulg. verss., adapted the position to 
that at i. 20 and ii. 13, especially since it is the 
neater position and found in Jambl. de Myster. 
jii. 3, and Pallad. ap. Anthol. Pal. ii. 263, 1. 

17. I still continue, as does Al., to reject the 
dca, for bwd, edited by Ln. and Tis., from 
BCDZ and ten cursives (to which I can make 
no addition) with the It. and Vulg. verss. and 
Chrys. Internal evidence is quite unfavourable, 
it being, as the other varr. lectt. show, a mere 
correction for greater exactness, suggested by 
supr. i. 22. 

18. Iam now less disposed to maintain the 
genuineness of Qpijjvos «ai, I would now 
bracket them, the slenderness of external evi- 
dence being partly compensated by the most 
ancient verss., Lat. fathers, and Just., and 
also by internal evidence, since the words were 
far more likely to be added from the Sept. than 
a 

21. Tis. 3 has now restored 7A8., which he 
had, with Ln, and Al., changed to eloyA0., from 
only BC, unsupported by internal evidence, 
since it was less likely that eia7A8. should be 
altered into the simpler word in all the copies 
except two, than that in those two it should have 
arisen either from error of scribes, or from cri- 
tical alteration to a more significant term, as at 
Acts xviii. 7, where elo7nX8. ele is found in AD 
and ten cursives (and edited by Ln.); and so 
elseX, els Al-yuwrov in Isa. xix. 23. 

22. gai is cancelled by Ln., from B and above 
twenty cursives [I add Lam. 1175, 77, Scr. 9. 
Mus, 5107, 5540, 5167, 7141, 16184, 16943, 
17470], and Eusebius; but against internal 
evidence, it being far more likely to have been 
removed as unnecessary and unclassical in con- 
struction, than to have been inserted in all the 
copies except a from a scholiast, as Ln. pro- 
ably thought. 

23. { would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
Naap20, fr. BCEKMUV and 30cursives, excl. 
of Lam. 1177, 78, 92, 93, w, x, H, Mus, 5540, 
16943, 17470, for reasons wh. see at iv. 13. 


ITI. 1. There is strong external evidence (to 
which I could add 18 Lam., Scr., and Mus. copies) 
for the absence of dé: but internal evidence is 
adverse, it being probably removed by critics 
ignorant of the force of éé here, which is transi- 
tive and continuative. 

2, The wai before Aéywyw is cancelled by Ln., 


- Tis. 2, and Al., with B, It. and Sah. verss., and 


the Sept. and Hilary. But terss. are, in a case 
like this, of little weight; and when from a later 
alteration, are without any. The only real 
authority is that of B, which, when, as here, in 
opposition to all the other MSS., even its closest 
congeners, is very slender, especially when, as 
here, running counter to internal evidence, and 
that from the utter improbability that the par- 
ticle should have been inserted in all the MSS. 
except one, for the purpose of conforming to iv. 
17. <A similar case presents itself supr. i. 15. 
It was rather removed by philologists, who were 
aware that in pure classical Greek composition 
the participle would not be employed as in 
reality Giocleas: though unpractised, and espe- 
cially foreign, writers might think the «ai re- 
qnired—not aware of this gerundial use of. the 
participle, which is found even in a participle 
subjoined to another participle. See Matth. and 
Kuhn. Gr. Gr. Tis., ed. 3, secing the matter in 
this light, has restored the «ai. 

3. The dca for bwd adopted by Ln., Tis., and 
Al., from BCD and ten cursives, and confirmed 
by the verss. generally, may be the genuine 
reading: but the slenderness of external evi- 
dence not being compensated by internal, which 
is equally balanced, forbids the change. 

4, The authority for jv avrou, edited by Ln., 
Tis., and Al., is insufficient, being merely that 
of BCD and two cursives, their close congeners. 
As to a correction of order, which Al. ascribes 
to the text. rec., that is rather applicable to 
the text he adopts, which is the very position 
that a classical Greek writer would have used; 
while that in the text. rec. is one suited to a 
Hellenistic Greek writer. 

6. Very strong authority exists for worauw 

after ’Iopd. (adopted by Tis. 2), to which I can 
add Lam. 528, 1175, 6, 78, 87, 88, 93, Scr. 
q, Fr, V, wW, Z, H, Mus, 7141, 16184, De Missy lt, 
and Burl. MS. (omitted by Wets.): but it pro- 
bably came from || Mk. i. 5, as Tis. now sees, 
who has removed the word. 
_ 9.-abroo is cancelled by Ln. and Tis. 2, from 
B, Matth. B, and Orig. ; but wrongly, since the 
authority for the expungement is quite insuffi- 
cient ; nor is it confirmed by internal evidence, 
since the word was far more likely to be omitted 
or expunged in two MSS., as thought super- 
fluous, than to have been, for no particular 
reason, introduced into all the rest. 

8. The emendation xapwovs atious, which 
crept into the t. rec., was, we may suppose, 
made both as seeming more suitable to the 
ler in the context, and as being suggested by 

k. iii. 8 compared with Matt. xxi. 34. 

10. I still retain the «ai (cancelled by Ln., 
Tis., and Al., from BCMA and three cursives, add 
Lam.1176!), which wasdoubtless removed by early 
critics, who thought it better away, as overload- 
ing the composition; though that is not the 
case, since the xai is epexegetical, as in Lk. 
v. 35, tAsdcovrat nuépat Kai Stray awapby, 
&c., where the «ai was, as we find from CFLM 
and many cursives, in like manner removed b 
critics—a case which also occurs in classica 
writers. Considering the harshness of the con- 
struction, it is most improbable that the xai 
should (as Tis. and Al. aver) have been intro- 
duced from || Lk. iii. 8. Besides, even there the 
xei was once in one of the uncials and Scr. y. 
To allege Orig., Basil, and Didymus is useless, 
because those fathers would be likely to omit 
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it in citation; and to allege verss. is futile, be- 
cause the «ai could not well be expressed in 
them consistently with the idiom of the lan- 
guages of the translators. 

ll. That Tis. (after Ln.) should even in his 
3rd edit. adopt buas Buwr., for Baw. bm., on 
the slender authority of B 1 and 209, is quite 
inadmissible. To suppose so minute and unim- 
portant a change made in all the copies except 
three involves the highest improbability ; 
whereas the change the other way was likely to 
be made by the critics who were so busy clse- 
where in a multitude of passages of B and its 
close congener No. 1, for the purpose of better 
adapting the words to those at the end of the 
verse; but how injudiciously I have already 
shown. 

14. 6 8& ‘Iwdvyns are cancelled by Ln. 2 
and Al., from B and the Sah. vers.—very in- 
sufficient authority, and not compensated by 
internal evidence, which is adverse, since the 
words were more likely to be removed in one 
MS., for the purpose of improving the style, 
than to have been interpolated, without any 
necessity, in all the copies but one. It is now 
restored by Tis. 

15. For wpés atrdy, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
autre, from B 13, 124, and two others (add Scr. 
y, z, Lam. 1177, Cov. 1 a pr. manu), the Cop. 
vers., and some copies of the It., very insufficient 
authority, especially considering that internal 
evidence is rather in favour of the text. rec., the 
other being only acritical correction, as Tis. now 
sees, who has in edit. 3 restored the text. rec., 
and refers to Lk. xxiv. 44, v. 22, viii. 21, ix. 62, 
as examples of the same critical substitution. 

16. The é& for xal, before Bumwriabels, 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., from BC 4, 13, 21, 
124, Vulg., Cop., Sah. verss., arose, I apprehend, 
from critical emendation suggested by Lat. 
copies ; which is far more probable than that xai 
should have been altered to dé in all the copies 
but six, because, as Al. supposes, no contrast or 
distinction is implied, a reason involving a matter 
of too minute a nature to have occurred to the 
revisers. It is true that dé and «ai are often 
interchanged by the scribes or critics, and, when 
conjoined, not unfrequently one or the other was 
expunged as superfluous. But where the MSS. 
fluctuate between d2 and «ai, internal evidence, 
more particularly in Matth. and John, is in 
favour of the /atter, as being Hellenistic and 
founded on the Heb. idiom. Comp. Rom. iv. 3 
and Jas. ii. 23 with Gen. xv. 6, Sept. 

As respects the change by Ln. and Tis. of 
dviBn 2i0. into 200. dv., from MSS. BD, the 
reading plainly arose from an emendation of the 
critical revisers, to introduce a more classical 
position of «0s. The removal of xai before 
eldey by L., T., and A., solely from B and 
some copies of the It. and Cop. verss., was 
very uncritical. It is indeed easy to say, as does 
Al., “that the «ai was supplied owing to the 
construction not being understood :” but that it 
should have been for such a reason interpolated 
in all the copies except one, is incredible. It 
was far more likely that the «ai should have 
been employed by Matth., who was not likely 
to be cognizant of the critical nicety of construc- 
tion connected with the two participles. See 
note, supr. v. 2, kal Ad yewv, & case coming under 
the same category as the present passage. 


TV. 3. I still regard the text. rec. as the most 
B 


agrecable to the evangelist’s simple phraseology. 
Certainly it rests on the strongest authority, 
namely, as Tis. states (who has now recalled the 
text. rec.), CEKLM PSU V4, and almost all the 
cursives (I can add nearly all the Lam., Scr., 
and Mus. copies), confirmed by the Syr. and 
Sah. verss., It. f, q, and Just. Mart. The read- 
ing of Al., which places the avrw after eiwey, 
rests on very slender authority, only B and 
seven cursivea, its close congeners, the Vulg., and 
some copies of the It. Al., indeed, pronounces 
the text. rec. ‘an emendation of order for 
perspicuity;’ though promotion of perspicuity, 
were it more certain than it is, would be too 
slight a cause to account for so extensive an alte- 
ration. 

10. The words édriow pov, which I have, with 
Tis. and Al., inserted, rest on the strongest 
authority, seven uncials and, Tis. says, 150 
cursives, to which I can add Lam. 528, 1175, 
76, 78, 87, 88, 89, 92, 93, Scr. h, i, 1,m, n, p, 
r, 8, Vv, X, y, Z, H, P, Mus. 1810, 5107, 5567, 
7141, 11836, 16183 and 4, 16943, 17470, 17982. 
Internal evidence has been pleaded both for and . 

inst; but the former with most success. 
That the words were, as Mill and Fritz. contend, 
brought in from || Matt. xvi. 23, or Lk. iv. 8, 
has never yet been proved. I agree with Al. 2, 
that no satisfactory reason can be assigned for 
the omission of the words, if originully in 
Matthew's text: and the fuct, which Mill 
admits, that the words were in the text of many 
copies almost from the age of the Apostles, goes 
far to prove that they were there originally from 
the first. 

13. The words o 'Iyo. are cancelled by Tis. 

and Al. (from BCDZ and four cursives): but 
the authority for their absence (to which I can 
only add Scr. y) is too insufficient to warrant 
their removal, especially since internal evidence 
is equally balanced. , 
I would now read, with Ln., Tis., and 
Al., here as well as at Matt. ii, 23 and tnfra xx. 
11 (ey, all the other passages where the word 
occ.), peers from DEK MUV and very many 
curss., excl. of Lam. 1178, 92, Scr. h, x, H, Mus. 
5540, 11838, 16943. It is found in 8 uncials 
and many curss. xxi. 1], Lk. ii. 39, 51, Joh. i. 
46, 47, Acts x. 38, a penne confirmed by Euseb., 
and by the Pesch. NSyr., It., and Vulg. verss., 
confirmed by the Aramean form rym, which 
seems to intimate that Nu{apaO was the original 
spelling. It occurs in ACA in several passages, 
and is adopted by Ln. at Lk. ii. 4 from ACA, 
nay, at the present passage, since the original 
reading of B was Na{apa, and the present 
reading, I suspect, is Nafapadr. There is little 
doubt that in the archetype was found Na{apaJ, 
also at Mark i. 9, where Na{apar, occurring in 
AP pvuints at Nafapa8, found also in Z 33 and 
Orig. at Lk. i. 26 in AA, also at ii. 4 in ACA. 

Just after, I would now read (as also at viii. 5, 
and all the other passages where the name 
occurs) Kagapyaovm, which is occasionally 
found in the earliest uncials and very many 
ancient cursives, and is confirmed by Just. 
Mart., Epiphan., Orig., and Nonnus; also by 
Ptolemy v. 16, Kawapvaotu, where @ is only 
a dialectical variation, as in a passage of Joseph. 
(the only one in which he mentions the éovn), 
namely in Vita, § 72, where for ele Kapapye- 
nny the true reading is Kadupvaodu or -dp, as 
appears from Jos. Bell. iii. 10.8, (where Kagap- 
vaovs occurs in all copies,) in which he mentions 
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the celebrated fountain so called, and which. as 
appears from the recent researches of Dr. Robin- 
son, Bibl. Res. vol. ii. 403-5, vol. iii. § 8, was 
in the immediate vicinity of a low mound with 
ruins, and formed undoubtedly the site of the 
ancient Capharnaum. Moreover, the reading 
K apapvaotp was evidently in the copies used by 
the Pesch. Syr., It., Vulg., Arab., Pers., Copt., 
and Arm. translators; and on these strong 
grounds we are, I think, justified in receiving it 
in all the passages of h. T. That the site 
pointed out by Dr. Robinson #s the true one, is 
evident from its agreeing so closely with the 
features of the country round about for two or 
three miles, as they are described by recent tra- 
vellers, as Elliot and Addison, who agree in 
attesting it as a tract of singular beauty of pros- 
ct and luxuriance of soil. The description of 
Soren: may, indeed, seem to be somewhat hy- 
perbolical. Yet it cannot be doubted that this 
territory of Gennesaret, about three and a half 
mniles long, and two and a half miles wide, was 
the loveliest and richest spot in all Palestine, as 
indeed its appellation would intimate, since it 
does not, as Reland and others suppose, signify 
the village of Nuhum (for the prophet was born, 
lived, and died in Assyria), but the village of 
soluce and pleasure, 8o called car’ é€oynv; and 
as respects the hyperbolical air of the phraseo- 
logy, there is not much more than is found in 
ssages of the most universally admired truth- 
Rilnces, namely, Thucyd. ii. 38. 2, Xen. Athen. 
ii. 11 seqq., Hier. xi. 12, Mem. iv. 3. Besides, 
the air of hyperbole is occasioned chiefly by Jos. 
using strong? figurative expressions couched in 
rather too poetic prose ; but such rhetorical am- 
lifications must not be set down as literal hyper- 
oles, much less exaggerated statements of facts. 

16. For oxdre:, Ln., Tis, and Al. read 
exotia, from BD, regarding oxoret as “a sub- 
stitution of simpler and more usual form.” But 
though the more usual in N.T., it may be 
doubted whether it be the stmpler form. If, in- 
deed, one can trust the old Greek grammarians, 
Meris and T. Mag., who pronounce oxoros 
Attic, and Guoria, Helleniste. one might sup- 

ose that the Hellenistic was altered to the Attic 

in the MSS. at large. But the truth is that 
oxoroe, as a neuter form, is Hellenistic, while 
oxoria is classical Greek, and for that reason 
probably was introduced by the revisers of the 
text of B and D. 

18. I have bracketed 6 "Incove, there being 
considerable authority for the absence of the 
words, namely, the most ancient uncials and 
very many cursives, exclusive of nearly all the 
Lam. and Scr. copies, and the most ancient 
Mus. ones, confirmed by several verss. and 
fathers, as also by internal evidence, consider- 
ing that, as wepew. began a lectio, o I noove was 
sure to be expressed in the lectitonaries, and thus 
at length in those copies perpetut textus which 
were meant to serve also as lectionaries. 

23. wepinyev Sr. tiv Tad.] There is here a 
somewhat peculiar construction, and such as the 
ancient scribes, or the critical revisers, were 
likely to stumble at and mod:fy, and the modern 
editors and critics, as is their wont, to reform. 
Accordingly, in BC and 157 the év is inserted, 
and dAnv tiv ad. modified to suit the prepo- 
sition. Tis. 2 and Al. adopt this emendation; 
while Ln. edits the datives without the év, on no 
authority whatever. But neither alteration is 
necessary; and those proposed sprung from 
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grammarians and critics quite ignorant of the 
intransitive force here of wepiayw, by ellipsis of 
éavrov understood, and not aware that the ac- 
cusative is governed of the wepi in composition. 
Nor is the construction one unclassical, since 
it occurs in Demosth. p. 1140, weptay. rij 
icxatiav. The idiom (which often occurs else- 
where in N. T.) is noticed in the ancient gram- 
marians, as edited in Hermann’s gramm., who 
explains wep:7yev in absolute construction by 
weptépxeta:, and adduces an example froin 
Liban. wepinye wAavepevor évAUjvacs. Tis. 
3 has now with reason restored text. rec. 


V. 11. Tis. 3 has restored pia, which he 
had, with Ln., cancelled, from only BD, It., 
and Vulg., a manifest critical correction. The 
learned editor ought to have applied the same 
restoration to Weudouevot, which he still ex- 
cludes, though on the evidence of only D and 
five Ital. copies, with Orig. and some fathers, 
and that insufficiency not compensated by in- 
ternal evidence, which, as I have shown, is 
against the removal. Al. now, I find, sees the 
matter in this light, since he has removed the 
brackets in which he had included the word, 
briefly remarking, that it “‘ was omitted as super- 
fluous.”” But how could it be thought super- 
fluous? The term is far too significant for that. 
It was probably misunderstood and thought un- 
suitable from being conjoined in construing with 
évex. éuov, and hence expunged, doubtless by 
the same critics as those who altered éuov to 
éixacoodvyns. Thus the same copies which omit 
Yeud. have that reading, thus eee sen- 
timent square with that at v. 10. The word 
could not be introduced into all the Greek 
copies but one from a scholium, besides that the 
term is too elegant for a scholiast, but not for 
our evangelist, since besides the participle bein 
so used with a verb of speaking in Homer an 
Plato, it is so used in another Jew, namely, 
Josephus, Ant. vii. 11. 1, dXeve, xatayrevdo- 
pevos, 6d. elvat aitrov, where the xara in 
Kkaravevd. refers to avrou to be fetched from 
abrov. 

13. I have already characterized the reading 
of BC as a grammatical correction; and my 
opinion is now confirmed by the suffrage of Tis., 
who in ed. 3 rejects it. 

20. For 9 die. bua@v, EKLVA and, as Tis. 
states, fifty curss. and several fathers, have Juco 
% @cx., which is rejected by Ln. and Tis. 2 as 
‘a transposition for emphasis;” though in hie 
third edition Tis. adopts it, rightly, since it 
occurs, besides the above five uncials and fi 
cursives, in many of the best MSS. collated b 
Mr. Scr. and myself, as Lam. 528, 1178, 1192, 
Scr. i. k, 0, p, q,r,u, w, y, Mus. 5540, 11836 and 
8, 11300, 1798 Cov. 1. And internal evidence 
is not unfavourable to the reading, for although 
vuay n dex. may be a correction for emphasis, 
80 may 7 dix. ou. be an alteration to more usual 
position. And yet there is something in the 
ene of t. rec. so far removed from the arti- 
ficial and so much in the manner of the evan- 
gelist, as to make it far more likely to be the 
genuine one than the other. 

21. I have here and elsewhere adopted £6670n, 
as being the reading of all the most ancient 
MSS. uncial and cursive, except of those the 
most weighty of the Lam., Scr.,and Mus. copies. 

22. The debated reading elxm (which I have 
bracketed) has place in nearly all the MSS. 
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collated by Mr. Scr. and myself, a3 also in all 
Matthei's MSS.: but the question is one not to 
be determined by external evidence alone: and 
internal is so indecisive as not ta ‘materially 
contribute to the settling of the point as to 
reading, which must, I apprebend, as yet remain 
an open question. Meanwhile, to the three 
MSS. adduced in su at of the absence of the 
word I can only at Mus. 17982 and 16943, 
where elx7 is written bya later hand in a vacant 
space left, and consequently was not in the 
archetype. 

23. For xdxet, Tis, 3 edits xai éxei, from 
seven uncials and, he states, fifty cursives [add 
Lam. 1175, 76, 78, Scr. h, i, k, I, m, n, 0, p, q, 
r, 8, W, v, Mus. 11836). But he had better have 
retained it, as in edn. 2, for reasons which will 
appear from my notes on Matt. xxviii. 10, Mk. 
i. 35 and 38. 

25. The eI after Srov is placed not befure, 
but after iv +H O6~@ in BDL and five cursives 
of the same family, and adopted by Ln., Tis., 
and Al. But external authority is insufficient, 
and internal evidence not favourable, the reading 
in question being seemingly a correction of post- 
tion such as was likely enough to occur to 
Alexandrian critics, though not to the generality 
of biblical revisers. at the Syr. and It. 
translators adopt the order is no proof that they 
had it in their copies, a translator being allowed 
a licence in cases of mere position of words, 
Jerome, however, chose not to deviate from the 
order of the Greek, such as it ¢s in the t. rec. 
and x it was in ve ea copies, per te 
b r. ap. Epiph., Clemens, and others 
adduced by Anger. 3 

The t. rec. iy 17 6dw et’ abrov rests on the 
authority of EKMSUVA and all the cursives 
except five; while the other reading is not found 
in any MS. collated by Matth., Birch, Griesb., 
Scholz, Scr., and myself; but rests solely on 
BDL 1, 28, 33, 124, 209, a small cluster of copies 
the closest of congeners, and consequently of 
proportionably the less weight. 

oy. For vid, Ln., Tis., and Al. read vide, from 
B and, as Tis. states, sixty cursives [add Lam. 
1175, 77, 87, 89, Scr. 1, m,n, 0, q, r, u, Vv, 2, 
Mus. 18211, 14744, 5731], 11838, 15581, 1810, 
6540. 5559, 16183, Cov. 1 (omitted b eas 
and the Burl. MS. (omitted by Wets.)]. Intern 
evidence is in its favour, and it is probably the 
original reading. 

avrhpy is found in ten of the best uncials 
and 100 cursives, exclusive of all the Lam. 
copies except 1777, 79, 89, all the Scr. except s, 
and all the best of the Mus. copies. 

32. woryaoOa: is now restored by Tis. 3 for 
porxevO7jva:, which he had, with Ln., edited 
from only BD and six cursives, and against in- 
ternal evidence, that being, as I have shown, a 
critical correction to introduce a classical instead 
of a Hellenistic idiom. 

39. The ordinary position gov oray. is now 
restored by Tis., and didgov for dde ought to 
have been restored by him at v. 42. See my note 
and Alford’s. 

47. I still retain ddeXq@. as being supported 
by a few of the most ancient copies confirmed 
by internal evidence. The same may be said 
of é@vixoi for redhiov. (which I have already 
pits ac from BDZ and about twenty cureives 
confirmed by several MSS. and fathers), also, 
with stil] more reason, of +d avrd for o}rwe 
edited by La., Tis., Al., and myself, on com- 


petent external evidence, BDMVZ and up- 
wards of thirty cursives exclusive of Lam. 1176, 
Scr. H, Mus. 1810 and 11838, confirmed b 
several versions and some fathers, and supported, 
as I have shown, by internal evidence. 

48. Tis. 3 has now restored Sowep for we, 
which he had before edited, from BLFZ and 
six cursives [add Scr. 8], though, as I have 
shown, on precarious grounds. For 6 év roi 
ovpavots, 1 should be disposed-to adopt, with 
Ln., Tis., and Al., 0 vdpasos, from BDIEFG 
and thirty cursives [add Lam. 1175, Ser. p, 
Mus. 7141, 16184], were not internal evidenco 
equally balanced. 


VI. 1. I am not yet disposed to receive the 
62 after mpusevy., since besides other reasons 
which see in my note) had it been originally 
there, it would surely not have been removed 
from all the MSS. except about fifteen, and on 
80 precarious a surmise as that alleged by Al., 
that “ the connexion with ch. v. was over- 
looked.” For éAenpoa., 1 would receive 
é:aacoc., though on slender external evidence, 
because internal evidence is, as J have shown, 
quite in its favour. 

4, Tis. has now restored atrds, which he had 
before rejected. 

§. I am not enabled to add aught to the slender 
authority existing for the plurals mpocevyjobe 
and gcecQe s and internal evidence is at least 
equally balanced. The t. rec. may have been, 
as Al. thinks, “a correction to suit the singular 

receding :” but the text he adopts may have 
mn a correciton issuing from critics, and intro- 
duced in order to suit the plural at @:Aover, 

7. wi) Batror.) The vv. ll. here existing, 
however numerous, may be distributed into 
three classes, 1) those that have the single as 
opposed to the double +; 2) those that have a 
for v; 3) those that have BA. for 8. The sizgle 
consonant has more of the stamp of antiquity ; 
but is adduced only from EG 63, 73, 33, to 
which, however, I can add Lam. 1187, 88, 93, 
Ser. x, P, Mus. 5731, 17982, 2 m. 

10. For éA0irw, Tis. 3 edits é\Odrw, from 
DE'GA, which is confirmed by 7AGav at Acts 
xii. 10, in AB et al., and at xiv. 24, in D, and 
xxviii. 15, in B, also by 4AOare at Matt. xxv. 
36, in more uncials and cursives, and again xxvi. 
55. The idiom is found also in almost all the 
compounds of gpxeo@az, of which I have adduced 
many examples on MK. xiii. 15. 

The ry¢ before y7e is cancelled by Ln. and 
Tis. 2, from BZA and three cursives, but restored 
in ed. 8, rightly, since it was doubtless removed 
for the sake of adaptation to é» ovp. 

12. I cannot ae receive adijxanev, on 
authority so slender as BZ and two cursives 
(one only in marg.) and Orig., Pseud.-Athan., 
and the Scr. version. Besides, even that in- 
sg ay evidence is unsound, The authority 
of Orig. does not amount to much, since be 
elsewhere cites dqieuevy, and the other two 
fathers may have cited from memory. As to 
the Syr. version, that recognizes, with all the 
other versions, ddieuey, and as to the cursives, 
they are the closest congeners of B: and between 
B and Z there is the most intimate connexion. 
In short, dgyx. was probably only the alteration 
of a critic, who thought that the aorist, as ex- 
pressive of customary action (q.d. ‘ we have for- 
given and do forgive’), would preseut a more 
00. le sense, a8 in Matt. vi. 17, evdoxnoa et 
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sepe al. But surely the | reed absolutum (on 
which see Matth. and Kiihn. Gr. Gr.) as de- 
noting what is customary, or at least very /re- 
quent, will serve the same purpnee. 

15. Tis. still cancels the lst ra wapawr. aitrip, 
though only on the authority of D and four 
cursives, its regular followers, and the Lat. ver- 
sions, with the Syr. & other versions ; and henco 
the authority alleged turns out to be little more 
than that of ¢ranslutors, who took the liberty to 
pass over what seemed unnecessary, without any 
thought of the Hebraistic character, which ezx- 
presses much that would be suppressed in the 
western languages. 

16. For &0mrrp, Ln., Tis., and Al. read ws, 
from BDA and three cursives [add Lam. 1] 6, 
1 m.]: while Tis. 3 restores Some: very pro- 
perly, since overwhelming external authority 
demands, and internal evidence confirms it, in- 
asmuch as ws was manifestly a correction of 
critics, who also employed it supra v. 48, vi. 3, 
infra xviii. 17, xxiv. 38, 1 Cor, x. 7, 2 Cor. i. 
7, ix. 5, in half of which passages the recent 
editors have injudiciously received the ws into 
the text. “Or: before daéy. is cancelled by Ln., 
Tis., and Al., from BD 1, 22, 118, 124, and six 
others [add Lam. 1255, Mus. 11300, and Cov. 
1, omitted by een But the authority is very 
insufficient, especially considering that internal 
evidence inclines the other way, since far less 
likely was it to have been txserted in all the 
copies except a few, than to have been in those 
few removed by critics ignorant of this peculiar 
use (unknown to the classic writers) of the ore 
recitativum found in very many passages of the 


Gospels. 

of Ln and Al. remove the 7 from after 
dari. to after viv, from one copy only, B, where 
it was doubtless a mere correction, one of those 
very many capricious alterations which per- 
petually occur in B and its congeners. 

32. For égwi{yret, Lo., Tis., and Al. read 
éwi{nrovery, from B 1, 4, 13, 22, 124, 127, add 
Matth. m and Scr. x. But it is unlikely that a 

mmatical correction should come into all the 

SS. except a very few, both here and at || Lk. 
xii. 30. The same remark applies to avEdvovat 

. v. 28, with this difference, that ¢here I can- 
not add a single copy for the plural; while, on 
the contrary, three of the most ancient cursives, 
Scr. x, z, and Lam. 1193, have the singular 
avfdve:, Accordingly, the correction seems to 
have been with the few, not the many, and to 
have been one of the arbitrary corrections of the 
Alexandrian critics. 

33. Tis. 3 has now restored t. rec. rou Oeov; 
while Al., who in his first edition retained it, 
has in his second adopted the reading of B (only) 
abrov (justly rejected by Tis.), and pronounces 
t. rec. “a rearrangement and supplement to the 
original text.” —But the truth is that the t. rec. 
is, as appears from all the Pes. Syr. and the 
It. verss., nearly as ancient as the latter part of 
the second century. 


VII. 5. thy doxdv is placed after 68. cov 
by Ln., Tis., and Al., on the sole authority of 
BC, to which I can add nothing. And internal 
evidence does not compensate for the deficiency, 
since it is far less probable that all the MSS. 
except two should be “ transposed to conform 
to next clause” (as Al. supposes), than that in 
those two the transposition should have becn a 
critical correction of order, I should be less 
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disinclined to think the t, pec. an alteration of 
revisers from || Lk.; but that it should have got 
into all the copies except two in the closest con- 
nexion, is tao improbable to be supposed. Be- 
sides, the tourneur is rather that of a heathen 
philosopher than of the Saviour of souls, nay 
indeed, quite foreign to the character of our 
Lord’s discourses, as we have them from St. 
Matt. and St. Lk. 

9. “Eorvty is cancelled by Ln. and Tis. 2, from 
BL and twenty five cursives [add Lam. 1192, 1, 
1187, Scr. i, 8, u, P, Mus. 5111, 5777, 1838, 
No. 42, i, m]: though in his third edit. Tis. 
restores the word; while Al., who in his first 
edit. bracketed it, has in his second cancelled it, 
regarding it as brought tn “‘ to help out the con- 
struction ;” while Meyer thinks it was omtlted 
for this very reason; but the end is not thus 
attained, since that method merely converts an 
anomalous construction (by a blending of two 
different constructions) into a thorough non- 
construction, and all but a barbarism. In so puz- 
zled a matter Tis. has exercised a wise discre- 
tion in rep'acing what ought not to have been 
removed. 

For airnoy, Lnu., Tis., and Al. read airnoe:, 


‘from BCDA and two cursives [add Lam. 1187}, 


1188, 89, 92), Scr. y, H, P, Mus. 11838, 17982}, 
and they cancel éay from BC and four cursives. 
The latter change is quite unfounded, and now 
abandoned by Tis. ; while the former has inter- 
nal evidence in its favour, and is confirmed by 
Lk. xi. 12, aud may be the genuine reading. 

14. I still retain the d7:; but the difficulty 
is to account for the other reading, rT, wrong as 
it is, coming into nearly half the MSS., includ- 
ing nearly all the Lam., Scr., and Mus. copies, 
and .the most ancjent verss. Mill, Proleg. 
883, offers a conjecture, but one founded on a 
false Recprapical principle. Kuster would 
trace the mistake to error of scribes employed on 
the Lat. copies of the Jt. vers., from which it 
was, he thinks, introduced into those pretty many 
Gr. MSS., which, even before the age of Jerome, 
were all ‘“‘exemplaria Latiné castigata.” The 
fact, indeed, can hardly be doubted : but it does 
not furnish us with a right key to unlock the 
difficulty here, since that the error was more 
ancient than the age of the It. vers. is plain 
from its having place in the Pesch. Syr. vers. Al. 
pronounces that +r: was first ‘a clerical error, and 
then retained, as it was imagined that it might 
mean qgudm’—a most far-fetched and arbitrary 
view. The variation rather sprung from an 
alteration of critics, who, unable to comprehend 
the logic of the passage (on which see Thom. 
Aquin.), altered the reading to what they could 
understand. . 

15. 88 after wpocéyere is cancelled by Tis., 
from B, and above ten cursives [add Lam. ]188, 
Scr. y, Mus. 1810, 17982, and Cov. 1 omitted 
by Wets.} : but wrongly, since internal evidence 
does not compensate for insufficiency of internal, 
inasmuch as dé after a verb may often be lost 
by being inadvertently passed over by an ob- 
scure abbreviation, though more probably re- 
moved by critics unable to follow up the thread 
of the connexion (which I have traced, and in 
which is implied a caution for every age, too 
weighty to be suppressed by the expungement 
of the particle of connexion), and who, observing 
its absence from the lectionaries, where from a 
lectio commencing with this verse the particle 
could not be used, accordingly expunged tt. 
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16. I have already shown how indefensible is 
oragvaAas, edited by Ln. from B and ten cur- 
sives, with It. and Vulg. verss., and pointed to a 
similar error at || Lk. and Rev. xiv. 18. The 
reading was ptobably from the It. and Vulg. 
verss. The sing. cruguAnv is used for the 
plur.—as in Tea. v. 2. 1t was possibly an Alex- 
andrian Greek idiom. 

21. At obpavuets BCZ and five cursives [add 
Lam. 1175 and Scr. p] prefix trois, adopted b 
Ln., Tis., and Al., but on precarious grounds 
(see note supra V. 15), of which Tis. now seems 
aware, since he has in ed. 3 removed the word. 

22. For wpoepmnr. I would now edit, with 
Ln., Tis., and Al., érpopyr., from BCLZ 13, 
33, 124, Ev. 48 [add Lam. 1175, Scr. z, Mus. 
5540, et al.J, a somewhat unusual form, but 
occurring elsewhere in MSS. of Alex. text, infra 
xi. 13, xv. 7, Mk. vii. 6, Lk. i. 67, Jn. xi. 
51, Acts ii. 17, xix. 6, et al., also not unfre- 
quently in Sept., at least in the ancient copies 
both uncial and cursive. 

24. For rh olx. avrov, Tis. 3 and Al. 2 
read a’tou Thy olxlav, from DCZ and 1, 33 
paid Lam. 1176j. The text. rec. may have 

, a8 Al. says, “a transposition to more usual 
order:” but so may the other have been a trans- 
poser hy a more classical : such as may 

found in very many other passages, ©. gr. 
infra v. 26 in BC, and in other uncials here and 
there: and in all of them, with the present, the 
transpn. was mote likely to attach to a few than 
to many copies, 

. For rpocéimacey, I would now edit rpoc- 
éwecay, with Tis. and Al., from BCEXZA 
and ten cursives {add Lam. 1176, 77, 78, 1255, 
Scr. k,s, v,z, H, P, Mus. 11300, 16943, Ed. 
Bebel., Wolf-Ceph., and Colin.]}, confirmed by 
internal evidence, since it was more likely to be 
the original reading, and the other an alteration 
to more usual form. 

28. I have hitherto bracketed, and would now 
remove the cuvv, internal evidence confirming 
external (BCZ and thirteen cursives exclusive 
of Lam. 1175, 1188, Ser. h, p, 8, y), aera 
from the state of the evidence at xi. 1, xix. 
(where is cuver. for éréX. in a few copies of the 
meaner sort); and also at xiii. 53, xxvi. 1, 
whence it is plain that ovy was introduced 

reeably to the more usual custom, though 

atth. uses the Hellenistic idiom. 

— After ypeunu. Ln., Tis., and Al. subjoin 
avrev, from BC?K and three cursives, add 
Scr. w, with some later verss.—authority quite 
insufficient, especially considering that internal 
evidence is rather against than for the word, 
which, from the state of the internal evidence, 
was more likely to be brought tn, from Lk. v. 
30, than to have been put ont because not in 
Mk. i. 22 (as says Al.); although there CMA 
and five cursives add aurwy. 


VIII. 1. Tis. and Al. 2 have restored the text. 
rec. xaraBayrt i atte, rightly, the other 
reading being evidently a mere critical correc- 
tion introduced for the purpose of avoiding the 

eonasm involved in the repeated atw ; which, 

owever, cannot be said to be impure Greek, 
since the repetition often occurs in Hdot., and 
sometimes in Thucyd., also eleewhere in N. T., 
as infra v. 5, v. 23 and 28, where the genitive 
éX\Oovroe was obtruded in nearly the same 
MSS. as here; also at ix.27, where some copies 
substitute the genitive; others, as BD, re- 


move the second atrw. See also Acts xxii. 6 
and 17. 

2. 1 am now less inclined to admit wpogeA- 
Gay, since internal evidence, justly weighed, is 
at least equal, and the force of external, con- 
firmed by the Syr., It., and Vulg. verss., ought 
to turn the scale in favour of éAtwv; the other 
reading seeming a mere correction of somewhat 
homely Greek. The simple verb has elsewhere 
been converted into the compound by critics for 
the sake of imparting more of definileness to the 
sense. So at Matt. il. 21, AQe» has passed into 
sianAOev. See also ix. 18, xiv. 25, Mk. v. 
14, Lk. viii. 51 et al. 

3. For ixa¥ap., Tis. edits ixaOep., from 
BELX and two cursives et al. 2 [add Lam. 
1177, and Scr. x]. It may have been the original 
reading. See note on Mk. i. 42, where it rests 
on greater authority 

4, For rpootveyxe, I would, with Ln., Tis., 
and Al., read —op, from BC [I add Lam. 1192! 
and Scr. y]}, confirmed by internal evidence, from 
the extreme rarity of the first aorist form, which, 
however, occurs occasionally both in the com- 
pound and the simple in the Sept., e. gr. Gen. 
xxxii. 7, though never without some copies, 
more or less, always inferior ones, presenting 
the second aorist. 

7. wai and o "Iyaous gre cancelled by Ln., 
Tis., and Al.; but on very slender authority— 
only that of B, one cursive aud some Lat. co- 
pies: and internal evidence does not compen- 
sate for the deficiency, the xai being manifestly 
expunged for the sake of removing something 
like tautology between «eat Aéyww and xai 
Aéyes: and Aéyet without «ai, though com- 
mon in St. John’s Gospel, rarely occurs in St. 
Matthew's. 

13. For éxaroyrdépyw, Ln., Tis, and Al. 
read -yn, from BCEGKLMSVXY and, Tis. 
says, 100 cursives, to which I can add all the 
Lam. copies except two, all the Scr. except four, 
and all the Mus. except two, 5559 and 16184. 
But internal evidence is unfavourable. Since 
-yoc is found supr. v. 5 and 8, tnfr. xxvii. 54 in 
all the copies, it is highly improbable that 
Matt. would here vary, though Lk. might, as he 
uses both forms. In the Sept. the form -yos is 
by far the most frequent, and hence was likely 
to be used by Matt. 

17. Of the two terms do@ev. and yde. the 
latter relates to disorders of the body; the for- 
mer, to the diseases of the suud (not of the mind, 
as most, even orthodox commentators, explain), 
namely, those contracted by sin (see Pe. xii. 4, 
ciii. 3, cxlvii. 3), alone to be healed by the great 
Phvsician of souls, Jesus Christ. 

21. abrou after uaby ray is expunged by Tis. 
3, from B and nine cursives (not fifty, as Tis. 
states), with several copies of the It. vers.— 
slender authority, and not compensated by in- 
ternal evidence, which is adverse, since far more 
likely was it to have been removed as unneces- 
sary, than to have been introduced, for no parti- 
cular reason, into all the copies but ten or 
eleven, for I can only add Lam. 1177, and Scr. 1. 
Itis futile to refer (as does Tis.) to viii. 25, xiv. 
22, xix. 25, &c., because there the avrou has 
been removed on much stronger authority : 
though in such cases internal evidence is rather 
in favour of the avrov from its Hellenistic 
character of idiom. See more in note on 
xxvi. 8. 

22. I cannot yet adopt, with Ln., Tis, and 
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Al., Adyee for elwe, from only BC (though I 
can add Lam. 1177); especially since internal 
evidence is not in its favour, for though the 
simpler term A¢yee not unfrequently occurs in 
Matt. and Mk. and often in John, yet in not a 
few of the passages it is altered to eIwe in BCDL 
or their congeners. 

23. The ro before wXoioyv, which had been, 
after Ln., rejected by Tis. and Al., is now re- 
stored by them to the text both here and at 
ix. 1, and elsewhere, rightly, as will appear from 
note infra ix. 1. Thus, as Al. now grants, the 
art. was removed from its force not being un- 
derstood. 

27. The first xai is cancelled by Ln. and Tis., 
from C and 3 MSS. of the It. vers. and Hilary, 
and bracketed by Al. } edit., though restored in 
2, rightly, not, however, that it was omitted as 
unnecessary, but passed over by scribes through 
negligence. For bwax. avrw, La., Tis. 2, and 
AL, m B I, and Chrys., read aire bw. But 
the text. rec. is restored in Tis. 3, very properly, 
since the other is a mere critical correction, to 
introduce a more dignified mode of expression, 
though, considering that the words are those of 

e people, the other has more of nature and 
simplicity. 

ob. Tis. and A). have now restored the text. 
rec. éX\Bovrs abt here and at v. 31. 


IX. 2. I am now inclined to edit, with Ln., 
Tis., and Al., cov ai duaprias, from BCA and, 
Tis. says, seventeen cursives [add Mus. 1810), 
5111, 5468, 5540, 11300, 16184, 17982, 19387], 
—slender authority, but confirmed by interna 
evidence, since it is probable that here, as at v. 
5, and at || Mk., the original text (as in Band C) 
was interpolated from || Lk. v. 21, 23, inasmuch 
as in each e the construction is the more 
simple, and least likely to have been altered, 
and the meaning the more concise,—though 
further developed in Lk., where the oo: is a 
dat. commodi, ‘ unto thee,’ for thy benefit. Comp. 
Matt. xxi. 2, Lk. ix. 3, Acts xxvi. 1, et al. 

4. For léav, eldwe edited by Ln, from 
BE*M and, Tis. says, fifty cursives [add Lam. 
1192, Scr. 1, m, n, p, w, y, Mus. 1810, 11838, et 
al.], is a false correction (suggested by xii. 25, 
Lk. vi. 8) proceeding from critics ignorant of the 
Hellenistic idiom, elsewhere occurring in N. T., 
aleo in the Sept., Philo, and Jos., equivalent to 
éweyvods in || Mk. and Lk., the sense being, 
* having perceived,’ ‘ being aware of.’ 

The Ueic before tybuusto¥s is not found in 
BCD and five cursives, and cancelled by Ln., 
Al. 1, and Tis. 2, but internal evidence is un- 
favourable, inasmuch as it was probably omitted 
in the above few only because absent from the || 
of Mk. and Lk., and still more as seeming to the 
critical revisers unnecessary, from their not being 
aware of the emphasis inherent in the pronoun. 
q.d. Ye who make such high professions of 
goodness, &c. Tis. 3 and Al. 2 have restored 
the word. 

5. éyainac] I am etill of the same opinion 
as to the disputed matter of reading generally, 
though it om have been more consonant to 
the principle I have laid down to have adopted 
gyecps here, since it is found in all the uncials 
except B (teste Maiv), and U, and very ad 
cursives, to which add Lam. 528, 1175, 76, 77, 
, 92, 93, Scr. i, k, 0, u, P (but —a: i, m, n, 

.q,7, X,Y, Z), Mus. 5540, 5559, 5731, 5468, 
P1300” 11838, 15581, 16183 and 4, 17470," 17982, 


18211, De Missy (omitted by Wets.). Yet in- 
ternal evidence is in favour of dyecpa:r, aor. 
1 midd. in a reflexive sense, probably an idiom 
of ordinary and provincial (Syrian) Greek, and 
thus likely to be used by St. John, and not un- 
likely by St. Matth. and St. Mk.; but external 
evidence in almost all the s calls for 
éyetpe. Accordingly, the reading may here be 
regarded as an open question, as at some otber 

s, Mk. ii. 9, iii. 3, Lk. v. 23, 24, vi. 8, 
5 h. v. 14. 

. For atpacay, ipoBnbnoay adopted 
by Ln., Tis., and Al., from BD, and five cur- 
sives [add Mus. 16184] and some copies of the 
It., seems a mere critical correction arising from 
inattention to the peculiar force of the word 
here, and probably suggested by the expression 
in || Lk. éwAno8ncav poBou 

Al. For elwoy, Ln. and Tis. 2 read édeyov, 
from BCL and five cursives [add Mus, 5509]: 
but Tis. 3 has restored sIwov—very properly, 
the other reading being evidently derived from 
the || passage of Mk., where there is no var. lect. 

12. "Inocous before axodcoas is cancelled by 
Ln. 2, Tis. 2, and Al. 2, from B and 248; 
though restored in Tis. 3—very properly, since 
overwhelming external authority requtres its 
retention ; and internal evidence is not un- 
favourable, since the .¢ might either be lost in 
two copies, or removed by critics as superfluous 
and, as regards style, better away. 

The avrois after eIwev, cancelled by Ln., 
Tis., and Al., from BCDX, and the Sah., th., 
It , and Vulg. verss., may have come from the 
| passages of Mk. and I.k.: but there is no 
sufficient proof that it did. It was more pro- 
bably removed in those four copies, though not 
in || Mk., in order to polish the style by the 
removal of the pronoun, as on very many other 
occasions. 1 would now, for dAA, read aAAd, 
on the strongest sunny confirmed by all the 
Lam. exc. 1179, nearly all the Scr., and the best 
Mus. copies. 

13. For g\zeoy, Ln., Tis., and Al. read éXz0¢, 
from BCD 1, 33, 204: and though the autho- 
rity may seem insufficient, yet it is confirmed 
by internal evidence. inasmuch as the neuter 
form of the word is Hellenistic, and found only 
in the Sept. and the Gr. fathers; while the 

tne is peculiar to the classical writers. See 
more in note tafr. xii. 7. The copies here and 
elsewhere atteating it (all in the closest connexion 
and of the unmixed Alexn. class) are BCDL. 

18. apy. ete XD. wpooex.) 1 have in note on 
Rev. xvii. 1, shown that the various attempts of 
critics to reform the reading of this passage are 
all as fruitless as they are uncalled for; and I 
have traced the origin of this tampering to the 
circumstance of their stumbling at the Hebraistic 
ets, and atill more at the ra form iX0wy, 
thinking that there was required some compound 
" EpxecOu, as wpocipxecBat, or other such 

ike. 

The Src after Aéyww, cancelled by Ln., Tis. 2, 
and Al., from D and fourteen cursives, has been 
now restored by Tis., very properly, since inter- 
nal evidence, added to strong external, is quite 
in its favour. 

19. For A#xoAov8yoev, Ln. and Al, read #xo- 
Aova, from CD and three cursives; while Tis. 
retains the text. rec., rightly, since internal evi- 
dence confirma external authority for the text. 
rec., the other reading being probably a mere 
crit. corrn. derived from |j Mk. 
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22. For éx:orpadele I am now inclined to 
read orpageis, fr. BD & 10 curss. [add Scr. 
x, P, slender authority, but] confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, the other reading being prob. 
derived fr. the plainer term in || Mk. The same 
change of the simple verb into the comp. with 
ami occurs elsewh., Matt. xvi. 23, Joh. xii. 60. 

30. For dvewy0., Ln., Tis. & Al. edit 
fvewy@., fr. BID & one curs.; and internal 
evidence is in its favour, though far more of 
external is required to justify its adoption. And 
although this form, with double augment, does 
occur elsewh. in the most ancient MSS. several 
times oe supr. iii. 16 in B at Joh. ix. 10 & 
14 in LX, as also v. 2] in A & al., also v. 30 in 
X & al., Acts vii. 56 in D ix. 8, in ACEX 11, 
in E al., 2 Cor. x. 11, in D, Rev. iv. 1, 1, t. rec. 
x. 2 & 10, xix. 11, xx. 12, bia, also not unfreqy 
in Sept., in the uncials, & most ancient cures. ; 
©. gr. Gen. vii. 11, viii. 6), yet it does not seem 
justifiable to admit the form except on com- 
petent external authority. 

For éveBpsuticaro, I am now inclined to 
adopt, with Ln., Tis, & Al., éveBpeu@n, fr. 
B 1, 22, 118, Scr. P: which, however, is not, 
like é6edOny at Matt. vi. 1, & Mk. xvi. 11, pass. 
form in pass. sense, but (as is occasionally the 
case elsewhere in the Ist aorist or passive 
deponent form, for the midd. reflex., to agitate 
oneself, like gmovaccecBar & other verbs, on 
which see Jelf’s Gr. Gr. § 362) seems equiv. to 
évaBpiutiocaro found in Mk. i. 13, Joh. xi. 33, 

. wh. passage the t. rec. was prob. derived. 

33. “Ori, which I have double-brackd, is 
abst not only fr. nearly all the uncials &, Tis. 
states, 120 curss., but fr. all the Lam. copies 
exc. 1187, all the Scr. exc. ], m,n, and all the 
Mus. exc. 5731: and internal evidence is not 
adverse. 

35. The words iv rw \aw are cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCDSA &, Tis. states, 56 curss. 
Gr Lam, 528, 11771, 78, Scr. k, 0, u, Mus. 

1300, 11838, 14774, 15581, 17470] & many 
Might » having prob. been introduced fr. supr. 
iv. 23. 

36. For éxAs\updvot, Ecxurpévos is in all 
the Lam. copies exc. 1188, & nearly all the Scr. 
and Mus. copies. As to the t. rec., it cannot, 
as Al. supposes, have arisen fr. an error of 
scribes, there being too little similarity between 
the two words to make it probable that such an 
error should extend to nearly half of the copies. 
It is rather to be attributed to schuliasts, who 

b. had in mind xv. 32, Lk. viii. 3, Gal. vi. 9, 
eb. xvii. 3 & 5. 


X. 1. The xara before wvevyarwr, found 
in EFL &, Tis. states, 50 cures. [add Lam. 528, 
1176, 77, 87, 92%, Scr. p, q, r, 8, V, Z, Mus, 5468, 
16184, & Cov. 1, om. by Mill], is prob. a mere 
filling up of a fancied ellipse. by a philologist not 
aware that the sense in question is inherent in 
the genit. tiself, an I have already explained. 

4. For Kavavirne, Ln., Tis., and Al. read 
Kavayvaios, fr. BCDL & 5 cures. [add Ser. z]; 
and Al. aske what authorities there are for Kaya- 
virne? I answer, with Tis., EFGKMSUVXA 
& all the curss, exc. the above 6. It is true that 
these weighty authorities prove the antiquity of 
the form, wh. occurs also in the Acta Thom. § 1. 
I suspect, however, that it was derived fr. the 
Lat. vers.; though the form Cananeus will 
not prove that —vatoe was in their originals. 

7. The. Src omd iu B (alone), and expunged 


by Ln. & Tis., is now restored by the latter. 
It is plain that the critical reviser of the text 
of B expunged it as superfluous; unaware, it 
seems, of the great frequency of the dre rect- 
taitvu in the Gospels, esp. of Matt., Mk., & 
John; though in almost every one of them 
some, more or less, of the uncials, or the most 
ancient cursives, esp. BCD, omit the dre. 

13. For woes, Ln. and Tis. 2 read éq’, fr. B 
& a few curss.; but wrongly, it being a mere 
crit] correctn to suit the verb; for, in point of 
fact, éwior. is rarely followed by wpos; though 
another instance occurs in 1 Thess. i. 9, and 
several in the Sept.; but not one in any pure 
Gr. writer. Hence Tis. 3 has rightly restored 
the wpce as called for by internal evidence. 

14. For éav, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dy, fr. 
BDKL &, Tis. states, many curses. — though 
where those many are, I know not. I can on 
find 3, the Montfort MS., and the Scr. y & H. 
In the 7 MSS. above stated, it is merely a 
critical correction of style; édv u% for dv ah 
with subj. being very freqt in the N.T., but 
never, I believe, occurring in the pure Greek 
writers. It is however oft, as here, altered 
from Hellenistic to Class. Greek in the most 
ancient uncials, as BCD. 

After é&epx., Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. subjoin iF w, 
fr. BD & 12 curss. [add Scr. y, H, Mus. 5731, 
and é« in Mus. 17982, as in L & 15 curas.]}. In 
either case it was an alteration of critics, who 
did not know that the genit. could be governed 
of the éx in compn, and accordingly added, some 
of them gw, and others éx. Thus in Joh. 
xviii. 29, to é&7AGey BCLX subjoin e£e, 
adopted by Ln., but rejocted by Tis. and Al. as 
‘an explanatory insertion.” The critics prob. 
had in mind Acts xvi. 13, &4AQouev Ew THe 
woXews, but why not also have borne in mind 
Acts xvi. 39, &EeNOeiv THs wodews, and several 
other such constrns? Tis. seems now aware of 
this, and has accordingly removed the word. 

15. For Toudgwv, Te, & Al. read Foucppas, 
fr. CDLMP &, Tis. states, 30 curss. [add Lam. 
528, 1175, Scr. p, y, z, H, Mus. 1810, 1731, 
11838]: while Ln. retains —wy, fr. all the 
uncials, and all the rest of the curss.—an amount 
of external authority not to be overborne exc. 
by the strongest internal evidence, which, howr, 
does not exist, since the plur. form was not 
likely to come into so many MSS., merely to 
suit the preceding plural in Zod. However, the 
singular form is confirmed by 2 Pet. ii. 6, 
Jude 7, & some passages of the Sept., as Gen. 
x. 19, xiv. 1. Yet the plural occurs in many 
more, e.gr. Gen. xiii. 10, xix. 24, Isa. i. 9, xiii. 
19, Zeph. ii. 9, Deut. xxix. 23, Amos iv. 11. 
It occ. also Mk. vi. 11, and if genuine, in Rom. 
ix. 20, and in 2 Pet. ii. 6 some copies have 
Touoppev, which Jude may have read in his 
copy. That the plur. was the more ancient 
form can hardly doubted. And being the 
more rare and recondite it was more likely to be 
altered into the usual and sing. than the re- 
verse. There are uent instances of cities 
which had first a plural form, being afterwards 
altered to a sing. one. Xddoua, however, 
always retained its plural form, though the signn. 
of the Heb. name p7p is sing., meaning burning, 
conflagration, q. d. the city of burning. 

23. The row before 'IopayaA is cancd by Tis. 2 
and Al., fr. BD only, and in those two copies 
prob. omitted i, negligence of scribes; which 
was far more likely than that it should have 
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been interpolated in all the other copies. Tis. 
oh now views the matter in this hight, since 
e has restored the word, as also the av before 
EXGy, which he had, with Ln. & Al, expunged. 
. I would row remove the small characters 

at dwex., since there is little doubt that the éw 
was excluded by critics in order (as not unfreqy 
in the case of compound verbs) to simplify the 
expression ; and internal evidence is confirmed 
by external, since iwex. is supported by BCEF 
GKMSVX4, & Tis. says, 50 cures. [add Lam. 
1177, 88, Scr. h, i, k, o, p, 8, u, w, y, Mus. 
1810, 5540, 11836, 5107, 16183, 11300, 17470}, 
further confirmed by those wh. have éwaxax. 
(an evident error of scribes), as V &, Tis. 
says, 40 curss., exclus. of Lam. 1178, Ser. 1, m, 
aa” Mus. 5111, 5468, 5559, 11838, 16184, 


28. On reconsidering the state of the evi- 
dence as to the reading, for poBHOy7re I would 
now adopt pofeiobe here (though not at v. 31, 
from insufficiency of evidence), such being de- 
manded by the overpowering external authority, 
since in addition to all the ancials exc. D & 8, 
it is found, Tis. states, in about 100 curss. [| 
can add all the Lam. MSS. exc. 1179, nearly all 
the. Scr., and all the most ancient and weighty 
Mus. copies. 

33. For é’ dv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 2, from 
BL and one cursive [IF add M. 15581). But 
that dv should have been interpolated in all the 
copies exc. 4, for no particular reason, is far less 

robable than that it should have been omitted 

y accident in those 4. Aware, it seems, of 
this, Tis. has now restored the word, as also the 
aitéy xéym, which he had, with Ln. & AL, 
displaced for «éyw airdyv, from BDA and i5 
cursives. Before ovp., Ln., Tis. 2, and Al. 
subjoin tots, fr. BV X and a few cursives [add 
Mus. 17982]; but it is now removed by Tis. 
8, as is also the rois,—in each case rightly, since 
external authority is insufficient, and internal 
evidence unfavourable. 

35. For 8Buyarépa, Ln. edits —ay, involving a 
mvstery which no editor or eritie attempts to 
solve. It would most readily occur to any 
inquirer, that since the reading is found in only 
one MS., it may be regarded as an error of 
scribe; but this supposition is excluded by the 
fact that it occurs elewh. in several MSS. 
Thus at Mk. vii. 30 it recurs in D 33 and 5 
other cursives (add the Scriv. 1 where D has 
Ouyatrépny; also in Lu. xiii. 16, in very many 
copies, where see my note. Even from the 
above passages (and many more will have to be 
added when the cursive MSS. shall have been 
properly collated), it is quite evident that this is 
no error of scribes by a slip of the pen, but a 
peculiar form of the common Greek dialect like 
wodav & Xaipav, existing in some countries as 
a provincialism, though prob. well known to 
certain scribes, and by them inadvertently 
brought in. 


XI. 2. Considering that the words dia & do 
could not be confounded by the scribes, or have 
been inadvertently interchanged, there must 
have been an alteration either of dvo to dtd, or 
of dia to dvo, fr. || Lk. In whichever way it 
took place, the change must have been made for 
some reason, and the question is which involves 
the least improbability. Now had é:a been the 
original reading, it is very improbable that it 
should have been altered in all tbe copies exc. 
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8 into the reading adopted in Lk., inasmuch as 
it is less definite and satisfactory. On the other 
hand, édvo might be altered to dia by critics 
whose purpose it was to impart a sense wh. was 
more definite and precive in circumstance. And 
the critics, being aware that, according to the 
usages of the earliest ages (as attested in the 
Old Test., Hdot., and Thucyd.), when mes- 
sengers were sent with a verbal m e, the 
person who sent them is represented as himself 
speaking, and addressing the others by (dca) 
those messengers, who are said to speak in his 
name, —accordingly, those critics, thinking that 
perspicuity required ie nna J more definite, 
and expressive of the medium of communication, 
altered é¥o into é:a, hmving pred. m mind suck 

es as Rev. i. 1, déonpavey awoorel\as 
61a Tov ayyéXou Tw 'Twavun. 

8. On farther consideration I must decided] 
reject buariow, though absent in only BDZ 
df eran: 6 copies of Ital. and the Vlg., since 
internal evidence is quite against it, inasmuch 
as it was likely to be very extensively inserted 
fr. the || Lk., where no copy is without i. 
Hence it is plain that tis use of uadaxéy as a 
noun subst. was a provincial (namely Syro- 
Palestinian) idiom, not, however, used by Luke. 
We have something like it in our own | 
in the use of some adjectives, especy whem 
applied to articles ef clothing. 

9. The reading é€#AVers; pod. ldsiv 
adopted by Tis., even in his 3rd ed., fr. BZ, is 
quite untenable, as yielding a sense both forced 
and jejune, not at all in the manner of the 
sacred writers, and, what is more, tending ma- 
terially to weaken the sense of the words, 
ushered in, as they are, by the pointed force of 
the particle 4AXa, whieh im cases like this of 
resumption antithetic, as Hoogev. de. Part. p. 9 
long ago saw, ‘‘ vim exercet éravop8wrixor,” 
and may best be rendered tmo vero, as in 1 Cor, 
x. 20. To suppose, with Tis., the t. rec. derived 
from the || of Lk. is a mere surmise, resting on 
utterly insufficient evidence. The reading in 
ae is a mere crit. alteration originating, as 

]. has now seen, in imagining idsiv to belong 
to wpom., and then transposing, for perspicuity, 
to woop. id. I must not omit to say, that both 
im this verse and at v. 8 I would now, with Lr., 
Tis., & Al., edit 2&A0are, fr. strong external 
evidence, BCDGLPZ & 9 curss. excl. of Lam. 
1177, 89, 93, Ser. x, Mus. 1810, 17470, et al., 
confirmed by internal evidence, since the Alexand. 
Greek was likely to be altered into the pure 
Greek form. 

10. Tis. 3 still cancels the yap; but Alf. 2 
removes the brackets wh. he had placed, with 
Ln. ; very property, since the external evidence, 
namely BDZ, is very slender, and internal evi- 
dence is unfavourable. It might easily, in so 
few copies, be omitted by negligence of scribes, 
or removed by licenee of critics. 

13. érpog., ed. by Ln., Tis, &-Al., fr. 
BCDZ (teste Mato) & |, 13, occurs in Lam. 
1175, Mus. 5540, 5731, 11838, 16943, 17982, 
and is prob. the original ferm; see note on Vii. 
22 & LK. i. 67. 

15. axotew is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BD 
32 & It. K also, to which I can add nothing, 
either here or at xiii. 9 & 43, in the former of 
which it is absent only in BL and 3 Ital. copies, 
in the latter, in B only, and It. a, b, e, h, insuf- 
ficient evidence to warrant the canon laid down 
by Tis., that “ Matt. always omits the dxovacy, 
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Mk. & Lk. never.” La. must have felt this 
insufficiency, since in the Ist and 2d of these 

he retains &xovacy, and in the 3d only 
brackets it. For my own part, I cannot consent 
to exclude a word found in all the copies exc. at 
the moet, 2 or 3, confirmed by the Pesch. Syr. 
and Vlg. vv., on the ground of bare surmise, 
though it is possible that Matt. did, in all g 
passages, drop the word. 

16. The evidence for wa:dioie is exceedingly 
strong, that ef almost all the uncials &, Tie 
atates, 150 curss., exclusive of all the Lam. MSS. 
exc. a few, and those Evangeliuria (like the twe 
ancient ones mentioned by Matthei as omitting 
the verse), all the Scriv. cepies exc. x, y (wh. 
are alee Evangeliaria), and all the Mus. ones 
exc. a few of no great weight. For év ayopate 
wabnuivor, xabnu. dv ay. is adopted by 
Ln., Tie, & Al., fr. BCDLMZA & 20 others 
{add Ser. y, z, & Mus. 5559] : and since internal 
evidence is in ite favour, it may be the genuine 
weading. For mwpocdwyevet roie étraipos 
abtayv xai éy., the reading & rwoocdwvvuvta 
rois iraipos Aéyovoww, adopted by Tis. and 
in., fr. BDZ & 10 curss., is evidently a mere 
crit. correction of a harsh constrn; and internal 
evidence is quite in favour of the t. rec., since, 
had that been the original reading, no altern 
would have been e. The same kind of 
corm occurs ia {{ Lk., though only ia DL & 4 
ef their congeners, and yet is adopted by Tis. & 
Al. injudiciously. For +. iraipors avrav, the 
peading +. ivépois [aitev], adopted by Tis. & 
Ln. (though not by Al.), is supported by strong 
external authority, consisting of all the uncials 
exc. 9 &, Tis. states, above 50 curss. I add 
Lam. 528, 1176, 1, 77, 92, Scr. h, k, 0, 8, u, w, 
zi z, Mus. 5107, 5559, 5731, 5468, 11836 & 38, 

61831, 16184, 17982, 19387, aleo No. 44 & 106 
testibus De Missy & Jacks., om. by Wets. 
But the words are so freqy confounded by scribes 
that external authority is of less weight than 
internal evidence ; and that is quite in favour of 
v. éraip. abr., which yields the mere simple 
end aa sense, and 16 confirmed by the aA- 
AnAoee of {| Lk., but could not be derived frem it. 
I doubt not that trois itaip. abriov was the 
eriginal reading, in which érép. crept in by a 
frequent itacism; and then aura, though at 
first retained, was afterwards removed, as in 
BDZ 1 &al. by mere exact critics. 

17. The 2d uuty is cancd by Ln., Tis., and 
Al., fr. BCDZ 1, 248, 48, Ev. with the Vlg. 
& 5 copies of the Ital. They suppose it to be 
introduced fr. || Lk. But, not to mention the 
improbability that the word should have come 
into all the copies exc. seven, even in the passage 
of Lk. it isomitted in DL 13, 346 [add Scr. y] 
the Vig., It. c, e, g,Cop., Arm. Andeéo in each 
gospel it wes more or less expunged by critics, 

hose purpose was to remove what they ac- 
counted ‘an unnecessary repetition. But such 

titions as this, being true to nature, are any 
thing but unnecessary. 

19. As regards the question involved in the 
reading here, whether réixvwy or épywy, my View 
of the origin and nature of the latter is confirmed 
by an able note of Ces. de Missy in the margin 
of his Greek Test. To the scholium I have 
adduced I now add another yet more apposite, 
adduced by Matthei: A:d xal édiaaiwdy 4 
wopia én6 Tay Tikva atic, fro. iwi rots 
Epyors if Spy sipydoaro iv 'lwavvy xal iv 
dayte, aitor ay 9 Yprctwoa (read itor.) 
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eegia ixpiOn dixaros (read Aixacos, the Just 
One) Uwe rap els adrov wioTevdvTwp. 

21. In the Lam., Scr., & Mus. MSS. there 
exist the same variations of reading, as in the 
rest of the copies ; but these only serve to confirm 
the reading Xopa{eiv found in BDEFGMSU 
VXA, &c. B»@caiddy is found in all the chief 
uncials exc. BD, and the most ancient cursives. 
Of the Mus. copies the greater number [I add 
Scr. w], have —éa ; while the rest, and those of 
most ancient text, have —ddp. 

23. n—iW wbsioa —xaraf:B.] Of the two 
vv. 1. herein the MSS., un and iyw8 jon, found 
in BCD, edited by La., 9 and vywys found in 
EFGSUV & 50 curss. [add Scr. v], the latter is 
read by Tis.& Al, As to the furmer it is utterly 
untenable, and perhaps originated in a mere blun- 
der of scribes. The latter may be the true 
reading, and is confirmed by 3 Lam., 7 Scr., & 
12 Mus. copies. The rou before ogpavou is cancd 
by L., T., & A., from BDA and 5 cursives 
{add Scr. k, y, Mus. 17982 & No. 44 (om. by 
Wets.)]. Al. supposes it “brought in from 
|| Lk.” As regards the present passage, it is more 
likely to have been removed in a comparatively 
few copies, to square with géov, than to have 
been enterpolated from Lk. in all the rest; 
though it is there cancelled by Ln.; while T. 
and A. insert rou before @éou, fr. 3 uncials and 
2 or 3 cursives ; and Al. thinks it was ‘‘ removed 
from all the rest for the pare of suiting 
Matthew” (?). Thata noun after the preposn 
admits of the omission of the article has been 
proved by Bp. Middl. and Mr. Green, and yet 
that it is often without it is undeniable. That 
from its notoriety the noun in question admits 
of this is indisputable; and in the Sept. and the 
Apocr. it is left without nine times out of ten. 

hen prefixed, it is from some peculiar em- 
phasis, as meant to denote the unseen of 
souls, as in Ps. vi. 6, ix. 18, 48, 15, Prov. v. 5. 
And twe @dov ecc. in Deut. xxxii. 22, Isa. 
lvii. 9. For xarafiBaocbyoy, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
vead xaraBnon, fr. BD, It., & Vig., takin ‘kid 
granted that xarafif. was introduced fr. i kk. 
But there these very two MSS. have xataBioy; 
and, waiving the extreme improbability of change 
being made in each passage, in all copies exc. 2 
or 6, it may be supposed that in both the es 
the readin carabiey was introduced by critics, 
who thought the term preferable to xarafif., 
and one, they thought, equally suitable to the 
subject, having prob. in mind Rom. x. 7, xava- 
Bucerat els tiw aBvocov. But this emenda- 
tion would bring in a weak and inadequate in 
the place of a strong and forcible term, where 
such was most required, which the It. & Vlg. 
vers. in the ge ef Luke well convey by 

is, “‘should be plunged down; and so in 
both passages the Pesch. Syr. Besides, this very 
term, and with a similar bearing, eccurs in Ezek. 
xxviii. 8, ele dwwAtetayv—xataBiBacoval 
oe, & xxxi. 16,572 xareBipalow avtoy sis gdou 
meta tTwyv KataBavoytwy els Naxxoy. For 
éyévovto, eyeuvnOnoaap is edd by La., Tis., & 
Ai., fr. BCD & a few cures., but it is prob a 
mere capricious critical altern (like édyevs0n 
for ivévero at Lk. xviii. 23 ia BDL; comp. 
iwopevero for iwopetOncay at xii. 1); whic 
is far more likely than that éyava0qeay should 
have been altered to é-yévovro so extensively. as 
to get inte all the copies exe. 10, for so ground 
lees a reason ae *‘ for adaptation to éiydvorro at 
vy. 21." ’Ey. dv cos is now by Tis, 3 with 
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reason restored for gy oo: éy., wh. he had, with 
Ln. & Al., edd fr. B, whereas the codex B has, 
teste Maio, the t. rec. The same applies to the 
reading iuscvav, wh. Tis. has now restored. 

25. For anixpuiyas, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
ixpuas, fr. BD & 12 curss., & Clem. But it 
may rather be supposed that the da was lost by 
error of scribe, or removed for simplification of 
sense (see note supr. x. 25), in 3 copies, than 
inserted fr. || Lk. in ali the rest. 


XII. 1. For céBBacr, Lu. edits caBBarois, 
fr. B, wh. Tis. & Al. tacitly reject, notwith- 
standing that internal evidence is quite in its 
favour, considering that so very rare a form 
could not have sprung fr. the scribes, nor fr. the 
revisers ; but the reverse was sure to take place. 
Besides, caBS8arors recurs at v. 12 in B, though 
not, teste Maio, elsewh.: nor, if we may depend 
on the collators of the MSS. of N.T., in any 
other passage. Yet, when the work of collation 
has been fully accomplished, such may, and I 
doubt not, will be found, since it occurs, teste 
Cardwello, “‘multis in locis” ae ©. gr. 
Ant. xii. 6, 2, & Bell. i. 7, 3, where though the 
printed copies present sa@S8Baorv, the cod. op- 
timus Lug. Bat., and all the other of the best 
MSS. have caBBarors, recently received into 
the text by Cardwell and Dindorf. It occurs 
also not unfrequently in the Sept., in the texts 
of the Vatican or Alex., or other uncials, or 
ancient curss., e.gr. 1 Paral. xx. 3, 31, 2 Par. 
ii. 4, viii. 13, Ezek. xlvi. 1 & 4. Hence the 
reading is, I think, entitled to be received, as 

rob. preserving a term of Alexandrian and 
yrian Greek, wh. was near being utterly lost. 

3. I would now double-bracket the avrés, on 
the weighty evidence of almost all the uncials 
and the great body of the curas., exclus. of Lam. 
528, 1176, 77, 92, Scr. k, 0, p, u, v, w, and 
10 of the most ancient Mus. copies, confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as it was more 
likely to be tnserted fr. || Mk. & Lk., than re- 
moved, cui bono? The overwhelming amount 
of external evinces that, although it may be 
thought it can hardly be dispensed with, yet in 
aig of fact the evangelist did not express it, 

ut left it to his critics to supply it. 

7. On carefully réconsidering the question as 
to the neuter form éXsos, I am still more of 
opinion that notwithstanding the slenderness of 
external authority for it, here only BCD 1, 33, 
124, in all the three passages of this gospel, 
where it occurs, it may be thought almost cer- 
tainly the true reading in the lst, 2d, and prod. 
in the 3d, where found in BDL 33, 124. The 
almost universal use of the class. masc. form 
would be likely to go far to expel the Alexn & 
Hellenistic neuter, as likely to be used by Matt., 
as by Lk., Paul, James, & Jude. The xai after 
éoriv has been expunged by the recent editors, 
en the strongest external authority, confirmed 
by nearly all the Lam. Scr., & Mus. copies. 
Bat internal evidence is not altogether favour- 
able. It may have been interpolated fr. || MR. 
& Lk. ; but, en prartnn| that by revisers gene- 
rally its force would be little understood, it was 
quite as likely to be removed as inserted : indeed 
it ts removed in the ert of B. 

0. On reconsidering the knotty point as to 
the reading here, I am still of opinion that there 
is nothing to warrant the altern adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al. Ina case like this, where, from the 
multitude of various readings, the authority of 
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two MSS., BC, is quite insufficient to establish 
any one of them in preference to the rest, it 
should seem that the variation of position has, 
as oft, led to the omtssion of the sv both here 
and in || Mk., where see note. For Ospawedeip, 
the reading Qepawsvoa: found in DL et aliis 
seems to have been suggested by infra xvii. 16, 
and a similar paesage at Lk. xiv. 3, iteorw Tw 
caBBatw Ospawevety, where also some MSS. 
on a few of them congeners of D & L) have 

tpamevoa. In each of the passages Oepa~ 
wevoa: was prob. a mere crit. corrn, as will 
appear fr. note on Lk. xiv. 3. 

1. Internal evidence may seem unfavourable 
to gora:; but external against it is too slender 
to warrant its being canceled ; and the variation 
of position may have produced the omission of 
the word in so few copies as 5, namely CLX, 
61, 124, with 5 It. copies & the Cop. vers. The 
existence of the two readings tora: & tor: is 
insufficient to confirm the evidence of the words 
having been interpolated, fora: & ior: being 
so perpetually confounded by scribes. In short, 
it would seem that tie ori && vcov was the 
original reading, and that in process of time 
rene was, owing to the variation of position, . 
ost. 

13. For thy xeind cov, cot Thy x. is edd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BL & 6 curss. of the 
same class [add Scr. y, H]. Internal evidence 
is rather in its favour; and the t. rec. may have 
been introduced fr. the parall. passages of Mk. 
& Lk.; but the authority is too slender to 
warrant altern. 

14. The verbal alterations here adopted by 
Ln. & Tis., fr. BCD & 7 curss. [add Scr. y] are at 
variance with internal evidence, which, weighed 


ae is adverse, since it has every appearance 
of being a mere corrciz pert of order, and 
partly of composition, as, I find, has been seen by 


Al., who is now aware that to the verss. must 
be ascribed the needless and groundless alte- 
rations of the text here, as so oft elsewhere, 
propounded. 

17. Though internal evidence may be in 
favour of %ya, yet the authority of only 5 MSS., 
with Orig. & Eus., is insufficient to justify its 
adoption by Ln., Tis., & Al., as will further 
appese fr. note supra v. 23. 

8. The els, cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, and Al., 
has in Tis. 3 been restored, rightly, fr. the im- 
probability that it should have been, as Al. 
supposes, “interpolated in all the copies exc. 3, 
from supra iii.17." It is evident that the critic 
who expunged the word, while he objected to 
the constrn, els Sy (not bearing in mind the 

of 2 Pet.), yet did not, as we may sup- 
pose, leave ov, but wrote we, wh. was mistaken 


‘for dv. Of course, ws is equiv. to év oJ, a constrn 


ae in BDFG & several curss. at 2 Thess. 
ii, 12, 

22. The words ruddy xai are cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BD fonly) & 3 Ital. copies, and 

ainst internal evidence, since it was far less 
likely that the words should have been (as Al. 
supposes) inserted, fr. the firet member of the 
sentence, in all the copies but two & Pesach. Syr. 
vers., than that in those two they were removed 
by critics to improve the composition, by re- 
moving what was thought stiff, formal, and 
tautologous. It must indeed be granted that 
thus the jon is much improved, the words 
running far better; but thus the sense is cur- 
tailed, and the nice adjustment of the sentence 
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by apt throughout, so as to form 
an exes not unworthy of Thucyd.. of what 
Bp. Jebb styles the <Axtithetic Parallelism, is 
quite destroyed. According to the plan em- 
ployed by the evangelist, the two terms of the 
ast member of the sentence are placed in reverse 
order for variety’s sake, as is oft the case in 
parallelisms of this kind. Though the ancient 
critics thought fit to efface this in two ways, 
either by interchanging the place of the two words, 
or of those to which they correspond. Other 
critics, in the contrary direction, either removed 
the xai before AaAeiv, or added a «ai before 
rug os; the former mode is adopted by Ln. 
and Tis., though it cuts the nerves of the ex- 
 ghiarael as in many other passages, where it 
as been removed by critics. But the most rash 
and inconsiderate altern of all is the change, by 
Ln., of the passive wpoonvéyOy into the act. 
aw poonveyxayv found in B & recognized by Syr. 
Cur. & Cop. verss., by a licence partly conceded in 
lax and verss., but never permitted to 
libraris, whose duty it was to adhere literally to 
the Gr. text, and not corrupt it, as B does here 
in 2 instances, fr. the Ital., Pesch. Syr., & Copt. 
verss. The whole passage, as presented in the 
texts of Ln., Tis., and Al., and the var. lectt. 
of Al. & Tis., furnishes a remarkable example of 
critical tampering and editorial axpioia. 

27. For eral duww Ecovta: xptiral, Ln., 
Tis., & Al. read avroi xpirai ic. iu., fr. BD 
& 2 cures. [add Lam. 1188, Scr. y, H], all of 
them lectionaries and close congeners. A few 
other copies have xper. du. fo., or du. xp. Ea., 
and in Mus. 5540, 11838, 18211, 16943, & in Cov. 
1 (omd by Mill) there is Zcovra: Spiny xperal. 
Nearly the same variation of position exists in 
li Lk., insomuch that it is almost impossible to 
ascertain with certainty what was the original 
meee te each of the evangelists. 

28. For iyw év wy. Osov, Ln., Tis. & Al. 
read dy wy. Deov dy, fr. almost all the uncial 
4, Tis. says, 50 cures. [add Lam. 528, 1176, 
77, 78, Ser. h, i, k, 1, m,n, q, r, 8, v. w, Mus, 
5107, 11838, 18211, et al.]: and it is prob. the 
true reading; though it may be a crit. emendn 
of order, partly suggested by || of Lk., where 
é-ye is inserted in that very place in CLR and 
eeveral cursives, excl. of Scr. y & the Leic. MS. 

29. For d:apwdoa & dsapwace, Ln., Tis., 
& Al. read dpw., in the former case fr. BCX & 
4 curss. [add Lam. 1188, Scr. y, Mus. 5731, 
15581, 5540]; in the latter, fr. B & 5 curss. 
{add Scr. H, y}. A:apw. may have come in 
fr. || Mk.; and hence I would now bracket the 
é:. That the simple verb can of itself satisfy 
the occasion is hardly te be doubted. 

30. 6 wh dy par’ inov, &c.] I am now in- 
clined to think that, as Stier & Al. suggest, 
** this saying of our Lord reached further than 
the mere occasion to wh. it referred (namely, 
the case of the Jewish exorcists),” and was 
meant to set forth to us rd the complete 
disjunction ef the kingdoms of Satan and of 
God. However, that view does not exclude 
the sense usually assigned to the words; which 
indeed seems to form the primary application, 
and that meant for the occasion in question, and 
inculcating, as I have already shown, the truth 
that Christ admits of ne neurality; the other 
secondary, yet, as being meant for, general and 
indeed perpetual application, more deeply im- 
portant, and thus the saying will well connect 
with the verse following. 
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31. The 2d rote dvOp. is cancd by Ln., fr. B 
& 10 curss., with 2 Ital. copies & the Vig., Cyr., 
Jer., and Hilar. But it was removed, by critics, 
as superfluous, though it was, we cannot doubt, 
repeuted by our Lord to impart solemnity, the 
deep seriousness of the occasion requiring it, as 
in not a few passages both of the scriptl and 
even of the class] writers. 

32. For dv, 1 would now, with Tis. & Al., 
read éay, fr. almost all the uncials & most of the 
carss. of ancient text, exclus. of all the Lam. 
MSS. exc. 528, almost all the Scr. & the prin- 
cipal Mus. copies, esp. since external evidence is 
confirmed by internal. ° 

— For totvrw tw alan, EFGLMSUY &, 
Tis. says, above 125 cures. [I can add all the 
Lam., several of the Scr., & many Mus. copies] 
have év Te vuy alwu, wh. is adopted by Matth., 
Gr., & Sch., but rejected by Ln., Tis, & Al., 
rightly, for weighty external authority, con- 
firmed by the internal evidence wh. exists for 
t. rec. demands this, since the other reading seems 
a mere crit. altern, for better adaptation to the 
words following, formed as they are on several 
similar passages, e.gr. 1 Tim. vi. 17, 2 Tim. iv. 
10, Tit. ii. 11, where yoy is found. 

35. +. xupdlas, wh. I have double-bracketed, 
is abs. fr. nearly all the uncials &, Tis. states, 
130 curss., szelusie of almost all the MSS. 
collated by myeelf and Mr. Scr.; the addition 
was prob. derived fr. the scholiasts. 

The ra before aya@d is cancd by Ln. & Tis., 
fr. most of the uncials &, Tis. saya, 70 curss., 
to wh. I can add, of Lam. 528, 1175, 76, 88, 89, 
Scr. 1, m, n, 0, p, q, r, V, W,X, y, Z, H, P, Mus. 
5540, 17740, & almost all the reet. “But internal 
evidence is adverse, since it was manifestly 
removed for adaptation to wovnpa, where for the 
same reason Td was by other critics, as 
we find fr. LUA & 2Q curss., exclus. of Lam. 
1177-78, Scr. k, 8, P, & Mus. 5731, 1810, 5468. 

36. Tis. & Al. cancel gay, and for AaArjoworp, 
tead —covo.yv, the former fr. BD, the latter fr. 
BC alone. The strength of the readings must 
of course rest on tnternal evidence, which Al. 
claims for the latter reading, pronouncing it to 
have been the origina] one; and he maintains that 
‘then the éay was inserted for the purpose of 
generalizing;’’ and that the subjunct. was a 
gramml emendn. But that view requires too 
much to be taken for granted. Considering the 
extreme slenderness of the evidence, there is 
little doubt that in those two copies the constrn 
with fut. ind., instead of subj. with day, was 
introduced by Alexn critics. 

38. After dwoxp.6., Ln., Tis. & Al. add 
abre, fr. BCDLM & 10 curss. Al. thinks it 
was removed because the verse commences an 
ecclesiastical lectto. But for that very reason 
it may have been added, more esp. because the 
verb dwoxp. is usually followed by a case. 

41. Such strange variations exist in the read- 
ing or rather spelling here, that it is difficult to 
say exactly what was tho origina! text. 1 should 
be disposed to read, with Tis. 3 ed., Neveveiras, 
could I be certain that it is not a mere itacism 
for Nivevire:, which, however, is probable, con- 
sidering that an itacism is found at the first 
syllable in some MSS., and at the seound in 
others. Accordingly the t. rec., fcund in Orig., is 
best retained, esp. since it is agreeable to analogy, 
for the appellation must surely be formed from 
the name of the city, Niveut. 

44, For iwcorp. els roy olx. u., the change of 


“ee 
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ition els roy olx. pov twior., adopted by Ln., 
Tis.. & Al., fr. BD, is specious, since the t. rec. 
wight be introduced fr. || Lk., but objectionable 
since it could hardly have come into all the 
uncials exc. 3, and all the curses. Internal evi- 
dence, too, is adverse, considering that there is 
something in its forced and frigid character 
ie suitable to the simple style of the evan- 
selist. 
"As respects the reading é\@w» for édOd», 
adopted by Tis. 3, fr. DFGXT &, he says, 25 
cures. {add Lam. 1175, 77, Scr.i, h,1, m, n, 8, y, 
z, H, Mus. 5468, 11836, 2], it is specious, since 
éA\6dy might be adopted fr. the sage of Lk.; 
though, as Tis. grants, even there the reading 
varies; nevertheless, in both passages the weight 
of strong authority, no less than internal evi- 
dence, is in favour of éX@ov, wh. is accordingly 
retained by Ln. & Al. The other is prob. a 
mere crit] emendn. 

46. 6 is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. B & 
5 curss., being supposed to have been inserted fr. 
the lectionaries, because here an ecclesiastical 
lectio commences; but for that very reason it 
could not have place in the lectt. See note 
supr. vii. 18. 

48. For elwovrs, Tis. & Al. read Néyowrn, fr. 
BD, Al. pronouncing the ela. “a corrn to 
sense ;" as if so very minute a corrn could have 
come into all the copies except 2. It is plain 
that Aéyours was a crit] correction to remove a 
tantology. Tis. now sees the matter in this 
light, since he has restored elvr. 

50. For woujon, T. & Al. read worn, from 
CA and 251, as if so minute a change would 
have found its way into all the copies but 3. 
Yet how came it, you may ask, inte those 3? 
I answer, from wory being an unfinished reading 
like very many others which occur up and down 
in the MSS., where a scribe neglects to subjoin 
the last syllable of a word, either from ignorance 
of the abbrevn or doubt about the reading, which 
seems to have been the case here in some very 
ancient’ original, where the scribe, finding zro:- 


rT ; 

oy written, could not tell which to take, and so 

left a blank space never afterwards filled up. 
Tlocjoe. does occur in KLZA & some curss. 

ve Scr. h, i, y, z, Mus. 5731, 5468, 5107, 
6183, 17470]. 

XIIT. 1. The 62 after év rq nyu. is cancd by 
Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. BZ & 2 curss., though in 
his 3d edn Tis. has restored it, with good 
reason, this being a case of the same kind as 
supr. xii. 46, where see note. 

2. The rd is now restored by Tis. See note 
supr. ix. 1, where though Al. has restored the 
is he misconceives the force of the art. quite 
as much as the ancient critics who removed it. 

4. For «al §A0. wal xat., Tis. & Al. read 
xal thOovra xared., fr. B & 7 cures. [add Ser. 

, Hj; supposing the t. rec. to have ceme fr. 
i Mk., as if it were likely that eo minute an 
alteration should have found ite way into all 
the copies but 10. 

9. ’Axovew after wra is caned by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BL only and 3 It. copies; and internal evi- 
dence does not compensate for the deficiency of 
external, since it is far less probable that the 
word was interpolated, as Al. says, fr. the || Mk. 
iv. 9 & Lk. viii. 8, than that the same critic, 
who elsewh. exercised his craft on BL (the 
closest of congeners), thought fit in this and the 


other two passages ef Matt. to expunge what a 
classical writer would have dis nod eth. 

14. It is not without reason that I have double- 
bracketed the éw, since it is abs. fr. all the 
uncials exc. 2 &, Tis. states, 25 curss., exclus. of 
all the Lam. MSS. exc. 1177, nearly all the 
Mus. copies, and most of the Scr. It prob. 
crept in fr. the scholiasts. 

5. cuvwowy, wh. I have continued to edit, 
with Matth. & Griesh., is now adopted by Tis , 
who shows that it is the Stephanic text of 1550, 
and of the true Elzev. (1624 & 1633), after which 
cuviwo.y was introduced, and is commonly re- 
garded as the Elz. text. From the minuteness 
of the variation and the inadvertence of the older 
collators, the actual reading of the cursive 
copies is doubtful, though Tiech. thinks that far 
more have cuvmary. the Lam., some Ser. 
copies, and almostall the Mus. copies, have it, so 
aleo almost every copy collated by Matthai ; and, 
what is more, all the uncials exc. C and one or 
two others. Moreover, internal evidence is in 
its favour from its being the rarer and more 
recondite form. Zuvewary seems to have been 
introduced from the || passages of Mk. and Lk. 
For lacwmat, L., T., & A. read lacouet, from 
all the uncials exc. 4 &, Tis: says, 50 curas. 
[add Lam. 528, 1176, 77, 78, Scr. h, i, 0, q, r, 8, 
v, wW, y, z, H, Mus. 5731, 1810, ex corr. 19387, 
17470, 17982, 18211, 14774, 15581, 5540, 5107, 
5559, 16943, 1 m. & Miss. 2], and considering 
that internal evidence is in its favour, I am 
disposed to adopt the reading. The subsequent 
words are cited fr. Isa. vi. 9, where the verbs are 
used in the smper. mood, for wh. the Sept. 
employs the fut. ind., wh. they were justified 
in doing, since, as Dr. Henders. observes, ‘‘ the 
language is not strictly and properly jussive, but 
proverbial in its character, and pte strongly 
of sacred irony.” So at Matt. xxiii. 32. 

16. For axuve:, Ln. & Al. read axovouary, 
fr. BCDMX & 35 curss. [add Lam. 1777, 88, 
Scr f z, H, Mus. 5731, 17470]; and since in- 
ternal evidence is in its favour, it is prob. the 
genuine reading, and the t. rec. a gramml correcn. 

18. For awsipovros, Ln. & Al. read owsi- 
pavros, fr. BX, several curss., & Chrys. dis ; 
wh. I can confirm fr. the Burl. MS., om. by 
Wets., also Scr. H, Mus. 11838 & 16943, also fr. 
supr. v. 8, and tnfr. v. 24, where see note. 

22. tovrou is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BD 
[aa Lam. 1112, Scr. 0], who also cancel it at 
| Mk., fr. BCDL & 6 cures.; and Al. pro- 
nounces it ‘‘an explanatory addition.” But I 
have shown that it is prob. genuine at Mk., and 
@ fortiori here, the authority for its removal 
being so very slender. Moreover, a word wh. is 
read lear th used by Lk. (as xvi. 8 & xx. 35), and 
by Paul 15 times, would hardly be dropped by 

att. & Mk. with any due regard to perspicuity. 
How the word came to be removed, in the few 
cepies where it is absent, I have shown at note 
on Mk. iv. 7. 

23. For ri yi +r. xadny, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read rijv xadny ynv, fr. BOLA & 8 curss., Scr. z 
& Orig., and Al. pronounces t. rec. derived fr. 
| Mk. But is it likely that so minute an altern 
shd have been made, and have got into all the 
copies exc. six? It is far more prob. that the 
reading is, like rv yHv xaXiy, in several curas., 
exclus. of Lam. 1175 & Mus. 11838, a crit. 
altern for brevity. 

For cuvdy, or ovvlwyv (wh. is prob. the true- 
accentuation), Ln. & Tis. read ovmele, fr. BD 
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& leurs. But external evidence is here quite 
ineufficient, and internal adverse, it being plainly 
a@ mere gramml corrn, since ocvmeis is almost 
confined to the pure Gr. class. writers, but 
cuviwy is the form used in the Sept., also at 
Rom. iii. 1], and in the Greek fathers. Sumcsis 
seems, indeed, to occur at Eph. v. 17, but there, 
too, the reading, though doubtful, is prob. ouy- 
tovros. See note. 

25. For gowetpe, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éwéorw., 
fr. B & 6 curss. [add Scr.z & Mus. 17470]. The 
former may be, as Al. thinks, a mistake of 
scribe; but that it should have come into all the 
copies exc. 7, and into the Syr. vers. is far less 
prob. than that éaéoz. should have been a mere 
crit. corrn to a more elegant term, used by Hdot. 
vii. 15, Pind. Nem. viii. 39, and Theoph. H. Pl., 
which goes far to show that the reading arose fr. 
the sail critics, who knew that éwéow. was the 
more usual, and indeed technical term ; whence 
it was employed by several early fathers (as 
Clem., Ephr. Sr, & Orig.) in their quotations, 
and from the scholiasts it found its way into 
the éert of some of the earliest MSS. Comp. a 
similar case, sup. x. 25, where see note. 

. For gowetoas, Tis. 3 reads gowetpes, fr. 
CDEFGVX & 12 curss. [add Lam. 1188, 
Scr. 0, 8, z, Mus. 5468, 16183, De Missy 1 et 
al.]; and internal evidence being in its favour, it 
is prob. the genuine reading. The +a before 
Ut is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. almost all the 
uncials &, Tis. says, 80 curss. [I can add all 
the Lam., nearly all the Scr., and all the Mus. 
copies exc. 5468 & 7141]. But internal evidence 
is tm tts favour, since it was very unlikely to be 
inserted, but very likely to be passed over by 
scribes or removed by critics through ignorance 
of its full force, it being used graphically “ to 
represent,” as Mr. Green remarks, ** the servants 
as pointing out the tares to their master while 
standing in the field,” q.d. the tares wh. you see. 

28 For ol d& dovA0c elwov adtw, Tis. & Al. 
read ol dé Aéyovow, fr. BC & 157, and Aéyouc. 
occurs in Scr. z. But the slenderness of the 
authority forbids the altern, espy considering 
that interndl evidence is adverse, it being mani- 
festly a mere correcn of style, since a class. 
writer would scarcely have used the dovAo:. As 
respects Aéyouory, it may be the genuine read- 
ing; but I cannot, any more than Ln, adopt it 
on such slender authority, internal evidence 
being nut decidedly in its favour. 

For svAAifouey, cvAAEE wpev in 4 uncials 
& 50 curss. [add 3 Lam., 12 Ser., and all the 
Mus. copies of ancient text, including Cov. 1 
& Miss. I (passed over by Mill & Weta) seems 

rtly to have arisen fr. the confusion of w & o, 
bat chiefly fr. the critics stumbling at the idiom, 
wh. involves some difficulty, for though OdA ecw 
in interrogations is more properly and classically 
folld by the aor. subj., yet it has sometimes, 

- in Hellenistic Greek, the indic. fut. 
without the ma of Zva, as in the other case ; 
though occasionally occurring in the later class. 
writers, as Lucian. It had place, too, in the 
idee ges Greek, and was prob. freqt in col- 


se 
. For égn, Ln., Tis., & Al. read gjou, 
fr. BC alone; but wrongly, since that reading 
evidently arose fr. a mere crit] corrn, the purpose 
of which was to remove a tautology. The Agvet 
& the «Iwe of other copies only present two 
other modes of effecting the same purpose. 

30. For wéxpt, Tis. 2 & Al. read gws, fr. BD 
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& 9 curss.; but Tis. 3 restores t. rec., rightly, 
since internal evidence comes in aid of the 
strongest external, considering that Zwe is mani- 
festly a mere crit] emendn also found elsewh. ; 
whereas, as Tis. remarks, no where do we find 
pe Xen used for gws. 

2. The form xataoxnvoty, adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BD, seems a mere barbarism— 
originating in the error of scribes confounding, 
as they oft do, ov & o:—since I cannot find a 
vestige of it in any Gr. writer, of however late 
and impure Grecism. It may easily have arisen 
fr. a sort of itacism, wh. affects diphthongs of 
cognate sound as well as vowels; and in that 
case it prob. arose fr. a broad pronunciation 
peculiar to some countries or provinces. 

33. For évéixpue, GL &, Tis. says, 110 
curss. [I can add several Lam. & Scr. MSS., 
and all the Mus. copies of ancient text] have 
ixpuwve, wh. Tis. & Al. suppose to have arisen 
fr. || Lk.; but expuyve is 7 found in tov few 
copies to warrant the supposn. 

34. For ovx, Tis. & Al. read ovdéiv, fr. BCMA 
& 25 curse. [add Lam. 1188, & Scr. y]; but it is 
less likely that ov« should have been brought in 
for ovdéy, in all the MSS. exc. a very few, than 
that oddéy should have been a crit. emendn in 
those few. 

35. xdomov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
B! & 22, It. e, c, & Orig., but internal evidence 
confirms the strongest external in favour of the 
word, which was more likely to be cancd b 
critics as unnecessary, and in very late Gree 
writers unused, it being their custom to employ 
kat aBor% without xoopov, simply to note begin- 
ning. Moreover, since the evangelist chose to 
substitute for the dx’ apyx7s of the Sept. what shd 

resent 8 more perspicuous and definite sense, it 
is not likely that he would employ an expression 
so obscure to his readers as dad xaraBoAnes by 
itself wd be. Whereas, in using dad xar. xoc- 
pov he would employ an expression well known 
to them, and used by Lk., Joh., & Paul. 

37. Avrots after elwev is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BD with the Ital. & several other 
verss. But that it shd have got into all the 
copies exc. 2 is far less probable than that it was 
expunged by Alexr. critics whose wont it was 
to sweep away pronouns wh. cd be at all dispensed 
with. 

39. The rov before alwvos is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BD & 13, 124, 346, almost fellow- 
copies with D. But it is far less likely that it 
shd have been brought into all the copies exc. 5, 
thanthat in those 5 it shd have been removed 
by critics, who knew that elegance of style rather 
rejects than admits it. 

40. rovrov is cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. CDL 
& 1] curss. But the authority is quite insuffi- 
cient, esp. since internal evidence is rather in 
favour of the word, wh. was most proby removed 
by critics—not so much, however, for the pur- 
pose of “conforming to the above” (as Al. says) 
as for improving the Grecism, inasmuch as the 
world simply seems meant. 

43. Why I do not, with Tis. & Al., exclude 
d&xoverv, abs. fr. only B, will appear fr. note 
supra v. 9 & xi. 15. 

44. wa&Xw is cancd by Ln., Tis., and Al., fr. 
BD & the Lat. veres. But the authority is 
very insufficient, and not compensated by inter- 
nal evidence, wh. is rather for than against the 
word, it being prob. expunged for the purpose of 
removing a so-cailed tautology, as consisting in the 
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thrice recurrence of the word within 4 verses. 
However, the word might be expected here, since 
the preceding ouoia ioriy introducing the 4th 
parable was as far back as v. 33. 

For wavra Sou ixet wWwret, WwASi WavTa 
Soa Exe is read by Tis. & Al., fr. BD 1, 61, 
108, 118, 127, It., Vig., Syr., Cop. But in 
matters respecting merely the position of words 
werss. are of slender authority; and to suppose 
that a change of order so slight and unimportant 
should have been introduced into all the copies 
but 7, is incredible. Internal evidence may, in- 
deed, seem in favour of the harsher position of 
the reading in question; but the change of posi- 
tion may have come from the verss., where it 
might be suitable. 

46. For ds evpwy, Ln., Tis., & Al., read sipay 
éi, fr. BDL & 3 curss.: and Al. pronounces t. 
rec. “‘a corrn to simplify the constrn.” But that 
such a needless altern should have been made in 
all the oe exc. 6, is far less likely than that the 
reading of those 6 arose fr. crit. corrn to introduce 
more of spirit. 

48. After dvaf:8., Ln., Tis., and Al., subjoin 
avriv, fr. DPSA & 8 curas. But the authority 
is slender, and not quite compensated by internal 
evidence, wh. ia almost equally balanced, since 
it was as likely to be snserted as removed, 
esp. in a passage of wh. the constrn is too intri- 
cate for the ancient revisers generally to have 
understood. However, the reading is, I grant, an 
open question, and any positive decision uncer- 
tain, inasmuch as the constrn intended by the 
writer is not clear. If he intended the usual 
class! constrn, then the t. rec. is quite right, and 
auTiy an insertion of scholiasts, wh. came into 
the Lat. verses. & D, wh. they so usually follow. 
But, considering the strongly Hellenistic charac- 
ter of the evangelist’s Greek, it is more probable 
that avrnyv is genuine and was removed by critics, 
who aimed at improving the Greek. 

As respects the ing ayyn, for t. r. ay- 

eta, adopted by Tis. & Al. fr. BCM lI, 
107. Ev. 48, with Cyr., Isid., & Orig., the 
authority for it is very slender, yet compensated 
by internal evidence, wh. seems rather to in- 
cline in favour of so peculiar a form as ayyn. 

51. The words Aéyeat avrois o "Incove are 
caned by L. & Tis., fr. BD & the It. & Vig. 
veres.; but, as I have shown, without ‘reason. lr 
it be asked how they came to be omitted in those 
two copies, I answer, not, as Al. supposes, ‘‘ be- 
cause thought superfluous,” that could not be 
since after such awful denunciatory words as éxei 
tc rai—ddovrwy, any subsequent address from 
the same Divine speaker would require to be 
kept separate, and be suitably introduced, namely 
by such words as “ Then saith Jesus to them.” 

hy the words were removed may have been for 
the reason Matthei supposes in his note; wh. 
will also serve to account for the omission of 
the Kupre just after, wh. is affected by the same 
considerations as the former, and is abst in the 
same primary copies. There is no other instance 
of the use of vai in addressing our Lord not fol- 
lowed by Kupue. 

52. Tam now inclined to receive +H Bact- 
Aelia, for t. rec. ele riv BaotAsiav, wh. seema 
to have been a mere gloss on ry BacrAzia, 
whence it was taken ‘as a critical corrn thereof 
by misjudging revisers. 

55. For obi before 4 untnp, Ln., Tis. 2, & 
Al. read oty, fr. BCMA & a very few curss. 
[add Lam. 1177, Scr. v,z, H, & Mus. 1810]; 


MATTHEW XIII. 46—XIV. 13. 


though in hie 3rd ed., Tis. restores the obyi,— 
with reason, since external evidence is insuf- 
ficient, and internal unfavourable, inasmuch as 
oxi, and not ovy, is used when folld by the 
art. n and a subst., see Matt. vi. 25, Lk. xxiv. 
32, Joh. vii. 42, Acts vii. 50, Rom. ii. 26, 1 Cor. 
viii. 10. 

— For 'Iwows, L., T., & A. read "Iwan, 
fr. BC 1, 33 (Scr. y ]—insufficient authority, esp. 
since internal evidence is against "Iwonm, wh. 
was more likely to have come fr. scribes than 
that the very uncommon name 'Iwofjs shd have 
displaced 'lwon@ in all the copies exc. 5. The 
same err. of scribes recurs infr. xxvii. 56, Mk. 
vi. 3, xv. 47. 

57. After warpid:, Tis. & Al.-cancel avzrou, 
fr. BD 33, 346—very insufficient authority, since 
internal evidence is in favour of the word, wh. 
was prob. expunged for the purpose of removing 
a tautology, as Tis. now sees, who has in his 3d 
ed. restored the word. 


XIV. 6. Iam nowinclined to adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., yeveaiore dé yevoutvors for —wv 2 
ysvoutvey, fr. BDLZ & 3 curss., confirmed by 
internal evidence, the constructn with the dative 
being both unobjectionable in itself and unlikely 
to have come fr. the scribes. 

7. For 0 éav, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 6 dy, fr. 
BD & a few curss., but Tis. 3 restores éay— 
with reason, since here external testimony of the 
strongest kind is confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as édp is the Hellenistic form, though 
perpetually altered to the more class] dy by the 
crit. revisers. 

9. For éXuw7On & dtd dé robs Spx., Ln., Tis., 


-& Al. read AvwnBele and d:a dpxous, fr. BD & 


1, 13, 124, 346,the closest congeners. But the 
authority is very insufficient, and without the 
support of internal evidence; for though Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. an emendn of constrn, yet the 
reading he adopts israther such, and might proceed 
fr. a critic who preferred the use of the partictp. 
to that. of the verb, and accordingly removed hs 
éé; thus accommodating the constrn to that in 
Lk., leaving éxéAevos éo0;jvae untouched, as not 
affecting the constrn. 

12, For avd, avrdy adopted by Tis. 2 & Al., 
fr. B, 0, Ital. a, ff, seems a mere error of scribes, 
who oft confound the two terminns, and here the 
» might come in fr. the « following, the two let- 
ters being oft confounded, of which see exx. in 
Bast on Greg. de Dial. ed. Schaf. p. 726. It is 
far less prob. that avroyshd have been altered to 
aurd, fr. || Mk. (as Al. avers), in all the copies 
but two, than that in those two avd» should have 
been an error of scribes, or an altern of critics 
as suggested by Ital. copies, such as the two above 
noted. Thus it appears that Tis. & Al. had 
better have retained the avro of their Ist edi- 
tions; but, that when adopting avrdy, they 
should also have retained the w7wpuca of their lst 
edns, which is supported by BCDL & 16 curss. 
excl. of Lam. 11 B, Mus. 1810, 17470, and is 
strongly confirmed, as 1 have shown, by the 
Pesch. Syr., Cop., & Ar. verss., and indeed borne 
out, as I have shown, by propriety of language ; 
so that it is very uncertain whether rrwua was 
derived fr. || Mk.; but those editors were prob. 
induced to bring in oa as better suiting avrdy. 
However, I can by no means persuade myself 
that St. Matt. would have written such faulty 
Greek as his late editors have ascribed to him. 

13. The reading dxovcas 82 adopted by Ln., 
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Tis., & Al., fr. BDLZ & 15 curss. [add Lam. 
1187, 88, Scr. Z], seems merely a crit] emendn, 
framed for the purpose of removing the so-thought 
tautologous recurrence of xai, and also of bring- 
ing in a more suitable particle, one of transitive 
force,—whereas the xci, as used in Hellenistic 
Greek, sufficed for the present occasion. - 

I know not what can have induced Tis. to read, 
even in his 3d edn, weoi, for t. rec. wefn, fr. 
ILZ & 4 curss, [add Ser. 8, z, Mus. 16184). It 
is, in the few copies that have it, ILZ & 4 curss. 
{add Scr. 8, w, Mus. 16184, and Mk. vi. 33, Lam. 
131, 157, et al. pauci), cither a mere tacism, or 
an anomalous and later Greek form, known to 
the scribes; but wh. crept into the text of Xen. 
Anab. vii. 1. ], & Thucyd. ii. 94 (where see my 
note), and was, by a similar &xy:cia, retained by 
Arnold and Poppo, against the better judgment 
of Bekker. 

15. For rpocmd8ov, Tis. 3 edits woeoc#dOayp, 
fr. B. But sce my note on Mk. xiii. 5. The 
avrov after oi uabyrai, cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BZ 33, 346, may have come fr. || Mk.: but the 
expungement rather seems a crit] correctn devised 
for the removing of something like a tautology, 
and perhaps suggested by || Lk. 

I still continue to reject ody after é7oX., in- 
serted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. CZ 1, 238 [add 
Lam. 1177}]—quite insufficient authority, and not 
compensated by internal evidence, the word be- 
ing inserted in those 5 copies by critics who, not 
aware of the force of the asyndeton, thought some 
particle necessary, and adopted ob», fr. Orig. 
twice, though he elsewh. omits it. 

18. For avrots wee, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. ed. 
eé. avr., fr. BZ 33: and Al. pronounces t. rec. 
a transposn to bring avrods nearer to the verb ; 
but it would rather seem that the reading of 
thoee 3 copies was a critl corrn to bring the ad- 
verb closer to its verb, and avoid placing it in se 
unusual a position as last in the sentence; 
though indeed it does so occur oe xvii. 17 in 
all the copies. I have already shown by exx. 
how oft od» has been tampered with by critics, 
both by transpn and by expungement. Tis. has 
now restored the t. rec. 

19. yéprovs] The three varr. lectt. here pre- 
sented are,as I have already shown (and my 
judgment is supported by the suffrage of Tis. 3), 
only so many ways of displacing the very un- 
usual: plural, almost confincd to the poets, for 
the sing., especy as found in || Mk. 

22. o "Inoous after Arayx. is cancd by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BCD! PA & 25 cures., especy because 
‘ this verse forms the commencement of a new 
Ecclesiastical Zectio.. But that will only prove 
that the word might. not that it must, have been 
derived fr. the lectionaries: and the dissent of 
the most competent judge in a case like this, 
Matthwi, cannot but be decisive against the 
removal, which, I suspect, was made for no 
better reason than that the words are not found 
in || Mk. 

25. For awndOe, Ln. & Tis. 2 edit HA0z, 
from BC? & 10 cures., very insufficient autho- 
rity, and not compensated by internal evidence, 
wh., a8 I have shown at large, is quite unfavour- 


able. Tis. prob. now sees the matter in this 
light, since he has restored t. rec., wh., I have 


evinced, was only altered to 7A0. by the force of 
the dw. being misunderstood by the critics. It 
here signifies, in a nautical sense, off shore—a 
very rare use, espy when followed by eis. As 
to the readg ini riv Quraccav just after, edd. 
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by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. BPAO 1, 13, 124, 238, 
346, the t. rec, €. THs OaAaoons may have come, 
as Tis. & Al. ahs ei fr. || Mk. and Joh.: but 
that of B may have come fr. the next verse, 
where that reading is too strongly attested to be 
displaced for é +s @—ns. One can hardly 
imagine that the evangst would use two different 
constrns in two consecutive vv. HenceI would 
now adopt either the uccus. constrn in both 
verses, or the genté. in both; and I am now in- 
clined to acquiesce in the former, wh. is confirmed 
by iwl ra beaten, v. 28. 

28. For wpds os éXOeiv, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read ¢\0. woods as, fr. BCDAO & 17 curss.; to 
wh. I can only add Scr. | & Mus. 5468, evi- 
dently a critl correctn to prevent the two pro- 
nouns coming too close together—a flaw in com- 
posn, but likely to occur in so unstudied a style 
as the evangelist’s. 

29. The 6 before Iérpos is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BD, but restored by Tis. in ed. 3, 
who remarks that “‘ in the three parallel] Gospels 
the o is generally prefixed to IIérpos, while in 
John ee the Acts it is mostly dropped For 
éX0eiv, Tis. reads nal Aen, fr. & C! & 
Chrys.: but the authority of only étvo MSS. is 
of no weight against all the rest, confirmed by 
the Pesch. Syr. and It. verses. In short, the 
reading is, I doubt not, a mere corrn of constrn, 
though to the detriment of the sense, of the 
less usual infin., by some critic who, at the next 
verse, chose, as we find fr. B, to sspunee 
loyvpov, stumbling at the epithet, elsewh., as 
said of the wind, perape unprecedented, and 
not sufficiently definite. However, it is not 
simply for uéyayv, but denotes what sailors mean 
by a tif as applied to a seé wind blowing a gale. 

omp. Ps. cvi. 25, orn wvevma xatacyisos, 
‘there was set a gust of hurricane;’ and also 
Thucyd. vi. 104. 2, de (scil. dvepos) éxwvet— 
péyus éornxaws, where see my note. 

Jo For éuBevrwy, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
avaB., fr. BD 13, 33, 124, Orig. & Cyril-Jer. ; 
and AJ. pronounces t. rec. ‘‘acorrn to more 
usual term.” But that can scarcely be said. 
And where as here one term is as proper as 
another, external testimony must decide, wh. in 
the present case quite favours éu8., which is also 
used by Matt. supr. v. 22, & tnfr. xv. 2, especy 
since internal evidence confirms it, there being 
no doubt that avaf. in those 5 copies was de- 
rived fr. {| Matt. On these grounds, Tis. has 
now restored t, rec., and justified that corr. in an 
able note. 

34. Tis. 3 has now adopted Tevyncap28, on 
highly competent authority, all the uncials exc. 
CD & 2 or 3 curss., with most of the ancient 
cures. [add Lam. 1179, 88, 92, Scr. h, 0, p, z, 
H, w}, & confirmed by internal evidence, since 
this seems to have been the reading of Matt. 
at least, and prob. of Mk. (for a reason wh. 
will appear fr. note on Mk. vi. 53, where that 
reading rests on authority as weighty as here), 
but not Lk., where external evidence is deci- 
dedly in favour of -pé+, for wh. -pé8 got into a 
few inferior MSS. fr. || Matt. & Mk. Thus 
-pt0 was the Heb.-Gk. form, and -pév the Hel- 
lenistic and Asiatic Greek. 


XV. 4. Tis. 3 has restored éver. Néy., and 
confirms the judgment which I have expressed, 
that eTwew came fr. || Mk. 

5. The reading ripyoes is opposed to internal 
as well as external evidence, it being far less 


0 


18 


likely that t:u#teg arose, as Al. avers, “ fr. 
alteration to correspond with efwy” in all the 
copies exc. a few, than that riunoe: arose fr. 
altern to introduce a more facile reading, pro- 
bably suggested by the scholia and ancient verss. 
See note on Matt. x. 23, xvi. 28. Tis. now sees 
the genuineness which I evinced of the words 
xaland } thy wnrépa airov, and has restored 
them to his text. 

6. For tiv évroAnv, Tis. and Al. read rdy 
vouoy, fr. C (13, 124, 346) & Ptol. ap. Epiph 
while La. reads Adyov, from BD & the Syr. & 
It. versions. But the latter seems a mere crit, 
altern suggested by Mk. vii. 9, and the former 
rests on very slender authority, not compensated 
by internal evidence, considering that rhy é- 
vro\ijy cannot, as Al. supposes, have been 
‘brought in from Mk. vii. 9," inasmuch as, 
waiving the extreme improbability of its being 
introduced into all the copies exc. 4, it seems 
required by v. 3 as corresponding to it, in the 
way I have pointed out after Bp. Jebb. 

7A impo. adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. B 
(teste Maio) DL 124, 48 Ev. [add Lam. 1175, 76], 
is oe the genuine form. See note on Lk. 
i. 67. 


. 
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8. I still continue of the same opinion as to 


the origin of the omission in BDL 33, 124, of © 


the words (expunged by La., Tis., & At.) 
byvifer mot and Tw orduatt avTey cal, Ex- 
ternal evidence against their genuineness is very 
slender (a little cluster of Mss. wh. constantly 
go together), and tnlernal against it ought to be 
strong indeed to counterbalance such paramount 
external; but internal for the words may be 
pleaded. They may have been introduced fr. 
the prophet (Isa. xxix. 13): but they may have 
been removed in those 5 copies because not in 
|| Mk., and as thought not necessary for the 
purpere in view. See more at ae in my note. 

12. There is very slender authority for the 
cancelling of aurd here, and internal evidence 
is quite agninst it, since it was evidently ex- 
punged by critics to remove a cacophony in avrov 
——tuUT oe. 

14, Tis. has in ed. 3 restored t. rec. ddnyol 
elo. tupAo0i TUPAGy, which is retained by Al.; 
and they now both take the same view that I 
have ever held as to the matter. 

For weoovvra, éuwéo. is found in DF & 
30 curss. [add Scr. 1, m, n, y, Mus. 5468, 11838, 
16183, 16184, 14744, 18211.] But the readin 
seems only a B aol expression, prob. suggeste 
by Lk. vi. 39, though as even there all the 
copies exc. about a dozen have wecovyrat, the 
same crit. emendn may have been employed in 
both cases pea ericas A 

16. ’Incovus after o dé is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BDZ & 33—slender authority, and that not 
compensated by the support of internal evidence, 
since it was far Jess likely that ’Inovvs should 
have been interpolated in all the copies exc. 4, 
than that it should have been in those 4 re- 
moved by critics in order, to impart classical 
terseness, as in a multitude of other passages 
where a proper name has been removed after 
6 dé. See note supr. xiv. 16. 

17. For oSrw, Ln. & Tis. read ov, fr. BDZ 
33, 238, with several verss. & Orig.: but Al., 
who in his Ist ed. marked the ww for probable 
expungement, has now removed the brackets. 
regarding the ov as ‘‘a correction, the sense of 
obww not being understood.” It may, however, 
have come fr. || Mk. vii. 18, though there some 
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copies have o}wa. The same fluctuation exists 
at a viii. 17 & eleew. See note on Joh. 
vii. 8. 

22. For éxpav-yacev, Ln. reads ixpalev, fr. 
BD 1, 245, 36 [add Mus. 16, 184], prob. a 
mere crit. corrn of éxpavy., wh., however an- 
cient a form, was never used by the purer Greek 
writers exc. in cases where a coarse, or homely, 
term is more suitable to the occasion. See 
more in note on Lk. iv. 41. 

25. For wpoosxdver, most unciale &, Tis. says, 
100 curss. [add all the Lam. copies exc. 1179 
Ser. i, b, k, 1, m, n, 0, p, 8, w, x, y, H, P, & 
the Mus. copies exc. 5 of the most ancient text], 
have wpooexivynce, wh., however, is prob. a 
mere crit. corrn of tense oft occurring else- 
where. 

26. For xardy tors, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
ikeors, fr. D, 6 Ital. copies, Clem. & Orig. 
ahah & Basil, supposing the t. rec. derived 
r. || Mk. It should seem, however, that the 
reading arose fr. an erroneous gloss of scholiasts, 
who did not comprehend the force of xaddp 
here, wh. does not mean ‘ what is /azn/fl,’ per- 
mitted by law, but, in the popular use (eq. to 
Lat. honestum): and such is its meaning in Rom. 
xiv. 21, Gal. iv. 18, Heb. xiii. 9. 

31. For rovs SyAovs, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
tov 6yXoy, fr. CDVA & 14 curss. [add Scr. y] 
& Orig.1: & Al. pronounces t. rec. ‘a con- 
formation to of dyxAos above and BAémwovres 
below.” But that such an artificial process 
should have taken place, and the result been 
introduced into all the copies exc. 18, is far lese 
prob. than that the other reading is a critl 
emendn (of Origen) dictated by a wish to lessen 
the number of the plurals of 6yA. in this con- 
text by converting the word into the singular, 
and so, as on very many other occasions, con- 
verting the Hellenistic into class. Greek. 

_ The position of the words, denoting the ob- 


jects of our Lord's mercy, singularly varies in 


different MSS. In B & Orig. there is an sim 
at classification, quite at variance with the sim- 
Lg’ of Scripture narrative. Indeed, I have 
not thought any of the various readings entitled 
to be adopted ; and Tis. is, I find, now of the 
same opinion, since he has, in 3rd edn., retained 
or restored t. rec. almost throughout. 

32. 1 have already vindicated the reading, 
and fully explained the nature of the idiom at 
Ren nucpat Tp. Kpocpévovei wot. The reading 
rests on the strongest authority, almost all the 
uncials and upwards of 100 curss., excl. of 
the Lam. MSS. exe. 1175, 77, 78, Scr. h, i, 1, 
m, 0, w, y,Z, P, all the Mus. copies exc. 16384, 
and confirmed by the strongest internal evi- 
dence, since the constrn is too recondite to have 
come fr. the scribes, or the ordinary revisers. 
On the idiom see Matth., Kihn., & Jelf, Gr. 
Gr., who adduce exx. of a similar constrn. The 
error in the t. rec. yuépas arose fr. ignorance of 
the constrn owing to the very rare use of the 
participle dat. plural, of wh., however, I have 
noted exx. in Thucyd. iii. 31.), &qopuovers, 
in Xen. Hat. ii. 1. 27, éwewXéover, and Arrian, 
Exp. Alex. ii. 1. 6, ihoppotears. 

43, avrou after uabyr. is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. B! 116, 124, 237. But that the word 
should have been introduced into all the copies 
ex. 5 fr. the || Mk. is far less likely than that 
the reading of B arose from a corrn of critics, 
who very oft remove avrov in such a position, 
as superfluous. 
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For re Syd, Tis. & Al. read rois SyXo«e, 
fr. BKLM, 19 curse [add Lam. 1177, 87, 93, 
Scr. y, P, & a few Mus. copies}: and Al. pro- 
nouaces the t. rec. ‘‘ an altern from || Mk.” But 
it is very unlikely to have been introduced, for 
no particular reason, inte all the copies but a 
few. Itis far more /ikely that tw GyAw was 
altered to -o:.c for the purpose of making it square 
bei 6xAars just. before. See note supr. 
v. 


37. Fer paw +. wep. t. x. X., T. & A. read 
v6 "7p. tT. «x. X. qp., from BD and 2 cursives. 
But external authority is very insufficient; and 
internal evidence is adverse, since such a very 
minute altern could net have come into all the 
copies but 4. In short, the altern betrays the 
sitf and stilted style of the Latin idiom, and 
was. no doubt, derived from the Ital. and Vulg. 
versions, where the idiom of the language A 
most requires a certain position, owt of their 
natural Into an artificial order. Such compo- 
sition, it seems, suited the taste of the later Alexn 
critics, ‘‘whose muse (to use the words of 
Churchill) must walk on stilts and strut in 


aa 

39. I still retain &vé8, found in all the 
uncials exc. BD & S, besides, Tisch. states, 100 
eurss. [add all the Lam. copies, exc. 1187, 88, 
92, Scr. i, k, 0, p, 8, v, Ww, x.Z, P, every Mus. 
copy of ancient text, including De Missy 1, 
om. by Wets.] See note supr. xiv. 32. For 
t. rec. Maydada, I am now inclined to receive, 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., the reading Mayadap, 
because though only resting on BD, it derives 
some cenfirmation f all the Syr. and the Pers. 
verss. In short, it is not improbable that 
Mayadéay (or rather Mayada—for the » may 
have come fr. the » oe was the original 
reading of Mait., at least in his Hebrew Gospel, 
and was in his Greek one altered to the better 
known name Meydada; yet that the ancient 
name Mavyada got into some of the ancient co- 
pies of the Greek Gospel, and also into the Syr. 
& It. veres., whence 1¢ came into the Vg., is 
very probable. If, however, the situation of the 
place be where it is now universally fixed, 
namely, at 3 miles fr. Tiberias, on the north 
side of the lake of Tiberias, it cannot be the 
Magdala referred to by Dr. Robinson in Lex. 
in v. as mentioned in Josh. xix. 38, for that can 
be no other than the MayéuAad mentioned by 
Josephus in Vita, as also in Bell. ii. 25, Ant. 
xviii. 1, as near to Gamala, & prob. forming its 
citadel. 7 


XVI. 2,3. The passage édyiac—ov divacbe 
is abs. from BVX & 14 curss. [add Lam. 1177, 
Ser. k]}, Syr.-Cur., & Arm. verss.— Al. thinks the 
omission arose fr. the parall. portion, supra xii. 
38. But if so, the presumption of the critics in 
thus expunging it merely because abs. fr. another 
passage, is extreme. A far more probable 
reason for the removal of the passage is to say 
that the critics deemed the matter not to the 
parpoee here, though quite so at Lk. xii. 56— 

: and accordingly they exrpunyed it. The 
argument advanced by Jerome against the au- 
thenticity of the passage is based only on the 
circumstance that Orig. has not treated on it in 
hiscommentary ; he has however treated on it in 
his annotation on the parall. passage. Though 
even had Orig. rej the passage, it was ac- 
counted genuine by used. tiowevss prone to 
follow Orig.), as appears fr. his Canon V. § 161 
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& 162, where the 2 passages of Matt. & Lk. are 
brought together. 

3. [am still of the same opinion as to the 
genuineness of broxpitai. It is very unlikely 
that the word should have been interpolated fr. 


the || passage, supr. xii. 38, in all the copies exc. 14 
[add 2] and in the Syr. & Cop. verss. : but, 
as I have shown at large, far from improbable 


that it should have been (as in several other in- 
stances. See infr. xxiii. 14, Lk. xi. 44) removed 
by critics who thought it a term too strong for 
the occasion. 

4, The words rou wpo@. areexpunged by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BDL 262 & 8 Lat. copies—in- 
sufficient authority to warrant the expungement 
of words found in al] the Gr. copies exc. 4, 
though not the bracketing of them, since they 
have elsewh. crept in fr. the schol]. or verss. 
Comp. Matt. i, 22, xiii. 35, Mk. xiii. 14, Lk. 
vii. 28, xi. 29. 

5. avros is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. 
BCD, No. 209, 346 [add Scr. Z]: but without 
reason. See note supr. xv. 33. 

8. avrois is cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDKLMSXA & 30 curss. [add all the 
Lam. copies exc. two, 1175, 78, Scr. w, oe Mus. 
1810, 17470, 16184, 16943, 17982.] It prob. 
came from the scholiasts. 

10. For owupidges, Ln. adopts egup., fr. BD 
[add Scr. p]; which Tis. & Al. reject; though 
they might with mere than usual safety have 
followed their precursor; for that the form is 
not a barbarism, nor of the lowest Greek, is 
certain from its being found in Hippocr., p. 838 
C, é¢ agupida VAiBovs tuBaddAovras, and 
Geopon. vii. 26, 4, &prov—év aqupid: xabsaou, 

11. Numerous are the var. lectt. occurring 
here, and several modes of removing the diffi- 
culty existing have beea devised, the most ef- 
fectnal of which is that adopted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCL & 3curss. [add Lam. 1175, 78], 
namely, by reading buiv; wpowixete di awo, 
But there is something in this too far-fetched 
and artificial to suit the simplicity of the evan- 
gelist’s manner. See note on Matt. vi.15. After 
all, it should seem that there is nothing in t. 
rec. really to stumble at, except a harshness and 
obscure brevity such as oft occurs in Thucyd., 
which only needs the same enlightened exegesis 
as has been applied so successfully to passages of 
far greater difficulty in that writer, by wh. the 
sense as well tm ied as expressed is drawn forth. 

As respects the altern of rou aatov into Twy 
dptwy, adopted by Ln. & Tis. 2, & Al., it is 
based on considerable authority, namely, 6 un- 
cials and 50 curss., exclus. of Lam. 1175, 78, 79, 
Scr. i, p, y, w, Z Mus. 7141, 5468, 16184, 11838, 
17982. Bat internal evidence is adverse, inas- 
much as it seems no other than an alteration 
devised for the purpose of accommodating the 
word te dprous, supr.7. Besides, if 5 ee be 
read here, it must be also read at v. 12, with 
Ln. & Tis. 2. 

13. On reconsidering the much-debated ques- 
tion as to the authenticity of the ue, I am 
ready to admit that it may have been brought in 
fr. || Mk. & Lk.: but that it should have been 
introduced into all the copies exc. one & the 
Pes. Syr. vers., is exceedingly improbable. 

19. For «Aeis, T. 2 & Al. 3 read wAcidac, 
from BL and Orig.: though Tis. 3 (following 
Griesb. and Scholz) restores «A sts—very properly, 
since not only external evidence calls for it, but 
internal is quite in its favour. inasmuch as the 
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contract and the uncontract forms being both 
in use, it is incredible that xAetdas should be 
altered to xXsis in all the MSS. but 2; while 
highly probable is it that in those 2 the ancient 
critics should have brought in «xAsiéas from 
Orig., unaware that Orig. himself once, p. 613, 
cites the passage with «Asis. The critics were, 
however, prob. also induced to bring in «Asida 
as being found in good Adie Greek writers, as 
Eurip., Demosth., Diphilus, and Aristoph., and 
occurring in Lu. xi 52 in almost every cory: 
Yet «Agiy occurs in Rev. i. 18, iii. 7, xx. 1, 
though in all 3 passages the longer and uncen- 
tract form is found in some copies, but not the 
best exc. at i. 18, and there wAzie is adopted by 
the editors, since it is almost required by the 
other two passages, and is confirmed by the 
usage of the Septuag., for whenever the words 
occur there, it isin the contract form. 

For éav, Ln. & Tis. 2 read dv, fr. BD: while 
Tis. 3 restores day, with good reason, since, as 
édy occurs in the next clause corresponding to 
this, it was not likely that dv should be used 
here; and the strongest evidence proves that it 


was not. 

20. The avdrov after wa®. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCD and Orig.; but against 
both external and internet evidence, ane it has 
every appearance of being a mere gramm] corrn. 
See ny note supr. xv. 38 & 35. ee 

— I still continue to be of the same opinion 
as all the other editors (exc. Al.), that "Ino. 
after Xo:orde is not genuine. Alford’s only 
reason for viewing the matter otherwise is that 
**it is difficult to account for its insertion here.” 
But it is not difficult to muppore it to have 
sprung fr. some misjudging scholiast, it being 
an admitted fact that the scholiaste and the 
crit, revisera not unfreqy ping in Inoous (thus 
in Col. i. 2 bis, Rom. viii. 11 & 35, Acts xix. 
10). In short, internal evidence of every kind 
is against the word, and external 4 no means 
in its favour, since it is absent in BLXA and, 
Tis, says, 70 curss., to wh. add Lam. 1175, 76, 79, 
92, Scr. bh, 1, m, n, Mus. 5540, 14774, 16943, 
17470, 18211—all copies of most ancient text, 
confirmed by the Pesch. Syr., It., Pers., & 
Arm., and the Lam. copy of the Vlg. of the 6th 
or 7th century. 

21. For dweA0, els ‘Iep., Ln., Tis., & Al. 


read ele ‘I. dweA0., fr. BD & 5 curss. their close. 


congeners, [add Scr. y & Mus. 16184,] aleo Orig. 
—authority insufficient, and not confirmed by 
internal evidence, which justly weighed turns 
rather the other way, the natural order of the 
words, found in all the verss., being most likely 
to be the genuine reading. 

22. For fipEaro tmir. avr. Aéywv, Tis. & 
Al. read, fr. B, Adyes aura tmitipewv: but 
Tis. 3 restores t. rec., wh. was retained by Ln., 
with good reason, since the other is a mere 
altern of a critic who scrupled at fipEaro, and 
thought fit /ururiantia compescere, as at Lk. xiv. 
69; though by introducing very bald Greek and 
a most frigid form of expression. 

— In tAews coe we have an idiom almost 

uliar to the Sept. (2 Sam. xx. 20, xxiii. 17, 

Mace. ii. 21) & Jon Ant. vii. 11. 8, and found 
in N. T. in this passage alone. The interpre- 
tation of ov ui &. cot +. (propounded by Al, 
‘this will not happen to thee’) is wholly inde- 
fensible, and not permitted by the peculiar idiom 
of ov ui with a fut. ind. used amoyopeuTixaie 
as in several passages of Soph., Eurip., & Aristoph. 
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adduced by Dind. on Steph. Thes. Par. in v. ov 
ay. Accordingly, the most faithful rendering 
of ov ay & o. +r. here will be, ‘this must not 
happen to thee!’ a very suitable expression to 
carry out the preceding one, implying reproof 
for uttering any thing shocking and revolting. 

26. For @peAzira:, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
wpednOijoerac, fr. BL & 7 curss. [add Scr. y] ; 
which haa also the support of the verss., though 
in a case like this they cannot carry any great 
weight. Of the fathers, Orig.. it is plain, read 
@peXeirac: and internal evidence unites with 
external in showing it to be the genuine reading. 

28. On reconsideration 1 am now inclined 
to adopt the reading rives wee éorwras, fr. 
EFGHVX4 &, Tis. says, 80 curss. [add Lam. 
528, 1176, 92, 88, Scr. i, h, k, 1, n, 0, v, & Mus. 
1810, 18211, 15581}. 


XVII. 2. For éyévero, LV & 50 curss. [add 
Lam. 1177, 92, 93, Scr. h, o, p, 4 r, U, W, J, Z, 
H, P, Mus. 5107, 5468, 5731, 1838, 11836, 
16943, 17741, 17982, 19387: Covel. 1, ed. 
Colin.] have éyévovro, wh. Tis. & Al. pro- 
nounce to be a reading derived fr. || Mk. Yet 
éyévero is there found in the great body of the 
MSS., though pronounced by Al. ‘a gramml 
corrn fr. || Matt.” Could we be sure that 
éyévovro were the true text in Mé&. (and in- 
ternal evidence confirms considerable ezterral 
that it ss, see note there), it would go far to 
show that é) évero was the original reading here ; * 
at any rate, there is no good reason for changing 
it to éyévovro. 

3. For pOnecav, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit,opOn, 
fr. BD 13, 33, 124, 244 {add Scr. y], & It. a, b, 
c, 6, g, 1, n, and some of the most ancient copies 
of Vig.,as Cod. Amiat. & Lam., & 3 others : and I 
am now more inclined to receive it. Internal 
evidence howr may be urged agasnst as well as 
for opOnoay, since it may dave arisen fr. gramml 
correcn in order to set right an anomalous 
conetrn, which, however, it doves not entirely 
effect. Auvrots is a dat. of olyect as oft in 
scriptural and sometimes in class. Greek writers, 
of which an example with this same verb occurs 
in Eur. Iph. Aul, 678, opOjvar xopats. 

4. For wotriowuev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
woinow, fr. BC & 3 old copies of Vig. ver., con- 
firmed, they think, by strong internal evidence, 
inasmuch as t. rec. wd seem to have come fr. 
|| Matt. & Lk. But that the alteratn shd have 
come into all the copies exc. 2, and into all the 
ancient verss. & Vg. in 3 copies, is far less credi- 
ble than that w&jow shd in those 2 have arisen 
fr. error of scribes through ignorance of the ab- 
brevn to denote the termination, who thus left 
an tnzcomplete reading—a thing by no means un- 
common in MSS. 

5. For evédox., Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. edit nudox., 
fr. CDG & 10 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1777, 93, 
Ser. v, y, H1, P, Mus. 5731, 11838]; but Tis. 3 
rightly restores evdox., comparing supra iii. 17, 
xiv. 18, 

For a’rov dxovere, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
axovere avrov, fr. BD & 1, 33, their closest 
congeners. But that this change ie quite un- 
founded, I have shown in note on Mk. ix. 7. 

9. On reconsidering the point, as to whether 
for dvacry should be read éyep03, I still con- 
tinue of opinion that the latter, found only in 2 
MSS., is not the genuine reading. And though 
it be true that our evangelist hardly ever uses 
dvacr., but Mk. oft, yet why should not Matt. 
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be supposed to have used it at least once? which 
is far more probable than that iyep0y should 
have been altered to dvacr. in all the copies but 
two. We may rather suppose iyep0y to be a 
critl emendn, such as is found in the same 
MSS. at Mk. vi. 14 & elsewh. See note there. 

10. avrov after uabyrai is cancd by La. & 
Tis. 3, fr. LZ & 3 curss.—insufficient authority, 
esp. ag unsupported by internal evidence, exc. 
such as arises fr. the omission of the avrou, 
supr. v. 6, which is very precarious. 

1]. ’Iyeous is cancd by Tie. & Al., fr. BDLZ 
& 6 curss., with some veres. {add Scr. y & Mus. 
1821], 11836} But it is less likely to have 
been introduced into all the MSS. exc. 13 and 
the Pesch. Syr., than to have been removed for 
the purpose of improving the composition, con- 
sidering that the class. idiom both in Gr. & Lat. 
would, in acase like thie, rather reject the name. 
Auvrots just after, expunged by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BD & 2 curas., may, as Al. avers, ‘‘ have 
been brought in fr. || Mk. :” but considering the 
slenderness of the evidence against the word, it 
was more proby expunged by Alexn critics, 
who so perpetually remove pronouns. 

I p@roy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDL 
& 4 curss. [add Scr. y], & the It. & Vig. verss. ; 
but it is far Jess likely to have been brought in 
fr. || Mk., than to have been expunged as un- 
necessary and tautological; though in fact there 
is no little force in the repetition. 

20. Iam still averse to adopt the reading of 
Ln., Tis., & Al., 6 éé& for 6 "Incovs, because it 
seems a mere crit. corrn of composn by removing 
a sort of tautology between tw ‘Inoov sTrov 
and 6 dé "Ino. elsrev, which is far more likely 
than that Ine. should have been supplied, and 
elwey altered to Aéyee in all the copies but a 
little knot of six in the closest connexn. The 
same class of MSS. present Pag after d\vyomis- 
viay for awieriav, which Ln. adopts, though it 
is plainly a mere crit. altern to soften, by modi- 
fication, a too general expression. The usetaBa, 
for wet afin, fr. B 1, 13, 124, 346, close con- 

ners of D, is confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as thie rare form (which is found, in 
the instance of avaf. in Rev. iv. 1, and xara. 
at Mk. xv. 30) was likely to be used, but quite 
as likely to be altered to the more usual one, as 
indeed it ts, in a few copies at the passages just 
adduced. 

For t. vr. évrevOey, EvOav, ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., reste on insufficient external evidence (only 
BD 1, 435, & Orig. 3); though énéernal is in 
its favour by the occurrence of evOey in a similar 
constrn at Lk. xv. 26, where the t. rec. évrevOew 
is found only in the less trustworthy MSS. 
However, the gvfev here is prob. one of the 
many causelese emendns proceeding from that 
clase of MSS., since it is highly improbable that 
a change so seemingly unnecessary as that from 
EvUew to évrevOav should have been made in all 
the copies exc. 4. The chief reason why évJev 
was adopted is that at Lu. xvi. 26, dew for 
évrevey rests on very strong authority, and has 
been received by the recent editors. 

21. The genuineness of this verse, omd in B 
33 & 2 It. copies, Cyr.,Syr., Jor.. & Cur., Sab., & 
Eth. versa., and rejected by Mill, has been fully 
evinced by Matthzi. The external evidence is 
as strong as can well be, and is confirmed by the 
Pesch. Syr., 1t., & Vig. verss., and yg Gnngtde 
evidence, inasmuch as it cou/d not have been 
introduced fr. Mk. ix. 29, as has been satisfac- 
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torily evinced by Matthei, who shows that it is 
far from certain that Euseb. in his canons meant 
to reject it: and in that view Tis. fully coin- 
cides. But a more important, though less easily 
solved, question is, why was the present verse 
and the words «ui yyo7. removed in some Latin 
and Greek copies of a very early date? I doubt 
not from doctrinal reasons, lest it should be 
sougtt to favour asceticism. So also at 1 Cor. 
Vil. 5, Wva oyor. TH Wpocevyy nai 77 vyoTeia, 
where 7 uncials and 18 cursives omit 79 vyoreia 
wai, which is caned by L., T., & A., of whom 
the last mentioned remarks that “the addition 
here shows how such passages as this (evidently 
alluding to Matt. xvii. 21, Mk. ix. 29, &c.) have 
been tampered with by the ascetics.” The 

might howr be tampered with by the anés- 
ascetics: and that such was the case in the two 
passages of Matth. and Mk., the state of the 
evidence renders next to certain. As to 1 Cor. 
vii. 5, the state of the evidence there leaves it, 
I apprehend, an open question as to which part 

muiperes with the text. See note on Mk. ix. 20. 

. There is here great confusion in the MSS., 
mainly annie from some obscurity in the 
wording, which leaves an uncertainty as to the 

denoted by the verb. Some critics 
iples of Jesus were meant, and 
wrote elandAGov, as in U & 20 cursives [add 6 
Scr. and 4 Mus. copies]: while others thought 
a participle preferable to a verb, and accordingly 
wrote slceXVovrwy, which would require the 
repetition of avréy from the preceding. Others 
on thinking (very propecly) the subject to be 
eler, altered Sra elandVoy to elas Vovros, or, 
as in BM & 1 (a most closely connected copy), 
£\Govr1, which is adopted by Lach., T. 2, & Al. 
2: while Tis. 3 restores slanAOov—very pro- 
perly, both from the vast preponderance of ex- 
ternal authority, confirmed by the early ver- 
sions, and by internal evidence, considering that 
the reading has every appearance of being a mere 
crit. corrn of style, since the composition would 
be tmproved by the using of the participle, but 
detertorated by the leaving é\Vovta and avrdv 
so far apart. 

26. For Agvet adr, elardvros 82, ed. by Ln. 
& Tis. 2, fr. B 1 & some verss. and Orig., is, I 
doubt not, a mere emendn of style (suggesid 
by certain ancient verss., or rather by Orig. & 
Chrys.), as Tis. now sees, who has restored t. 
rec. As regards 6 Hérpos, cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BD & al., the authority for it is very 
insufficient, and that not compensated by inter- 
nal evidence. The proper name might be, and 
prob. was, rimoved: by critics, from its occa- 
sioning indifferent composn. 

. I would now bracket the rijv. cancd by 
La., Tis.. & Al., fr. most uncials and above 14 
curss. [add Lam. 1175, 76, 78, 79, 88, 89. Ser. 
k, o, p, P 1, Mus. 5540, 17470, 17982, 14774, 
15582], since there is not authority sufficient to 
cancel it. ; 


XVIII. 1. The copies which fer Spa have 
nueva are a vestige of those that in Origen's 
time had #pépq@, though prob. from a/terution 
for greater precision, as t#fra xxiv. 42, BD and 
6 cursives. This is, however, here adopted by 
Tis. & Al., also the same, as found in ADLX, at 
Lk. xiii. 31. 

For tw 'Iyoov, the avrw of some conjes was 
doubtless a mere crit. altern to remove a fancied 
tautology between tw 'Inaou and o’Iycovs soon 
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after. Another mode of effecting the same pur- 
pose was by cancelling o ’Inoovs, as in BELV 
and 4 cursives [add Scriv. s, y], adopted by T. 
& A. But the reading of all the copies exc. 10, 
confirmed by the Syr., Sahid., and Vulg. versions, 
is not to be thus summarily set aside. 

4. I am now inclined to think that this isa 
de he. H does ie oc for, would at least 
justify the changin the t. rec. raweiwe 
ae eee i is adopted by Ln., Tis, 
& Al. Internal evidence is almost equally 
balanced, but rather inclines in favour of -oes, 
wh. was more likely to be altered to the more 
usual -oy than the reverse. Besides, the reading 
-o8: is too strong in external evidence to be dis- 
carded, being found in a) most all the uncials and 

Tis. says) 80 curss., to wh. I add all the Lam. 

SS. exc. 1179, all the Ser. exc. p, and every 
Mus. copy of any weight. 

&. Tis. 3 has recalled édv, wh. he had dis- 
carded; while Al. 2 has adopted the av wh. he 
had in his Ist ed. rejected. Internal evidence is 
quite in favour of the Hellenistic idv; not to 
say that the ay (evidently a crit] emendn) is 
found only in one smail class of copies (DLZ & 
Scr. y) in the closest connexion. 

6. For iwi, I wd now (with Tis. & Al.) read 
els, fr. 9 uncials and 10 curss., exclus. of all the 
Lam., nearly all the Scr., and every Mus. copy 
of ancient text. The ewi of t. rec. & the wepi 
of BLZ & several curss. [ead Ser. y & Mus. 5731, 
15581], ed. by Ln., are both mere alterations to 
an easier term, for I cannot, with Al., denomi- 
nate it a more usual one, since I know of no other 
example of els and of éwi with accus. exc. this 
one and that at Cantic. iv. 4. 

7. The éotev, abs. fr. BD & 15 curas. [add 
Scr. y] and eaned by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., may 
be, as Al. says, ‘‘ a supplemental addition ;” but 
is more proby genuine, as Tis. now thinks, who 
has restored it in ed. 3. 'Exedvw is cancd by Ln. 
& Al., fr. BDFL & 6 cursives [add Scriv. y], 
but retained by Tis., very properly, since its 
emission is to be traced to an emendn of style 
4 critios who (as im several other pa 8 of 
this Gospel) would not allow the evangelist to 
use his customary term, but swept it away for 
the sake of imparting polish. See supra x. 14, 
infra v. 27, xxii. 7, 10, xxiv. 38, Lu. xiv. 21, 
xvii. 9, xx. 1, Rev. xvi. 14. 

8. For attra, L., T., & A. read avrdy, from 
BDL & 6 cursives in the closest connexion, also 
theVulg. and Sahid versions—insufficient autho- 
rity to warrant ite adoptien, espec. since internal 
evidence is not entirely in its favour, considerin 
that it might be altered either way, and « an 
ov are perpetually confounded by scribes, 

0. Tis. has now restored éy ovpavots, wh. he 
had cancd, on slender authority and against in- 
ternal evidence, considering that the words may 
justly be supposed to have been expunged for 
the sake of removing a fancied tautology, net a 
veal one. On the thing itself comp. Esther i. 4. 

ll. Alf. bas in his 2nd ed. removed the 
brackets in which he had included this veree. 
He entirely agrees with me in thinking that the 
words were expunged by the ancient critics on 
account of the presumed want of connexion. 
That the words have not been interpolated from 
Lu. xix. 10, he argues 1) from the total absence 
ef any reason for doing eo, 2) from the omission 
ef Untgeat «ai, which is not left out in any 
MS. at Luke, and would therefore have been in- 
serted in full here, had the words come from 


MATTHEW XVIII. 4—18. 


that place. To the Ist argument no satiefactory 
answer can be made; and to the 2nd no satisfac- 
tory one has been made, even by the special 
pleading of Tisch. 

12. Tie. has now abandoned the reading wh. 
he had, with Ln., adopted, from BDL & 3 cur- 
sives, namely dpijcer—xai TopevOeie, which is 
as much against internal evidence as external, 
this being one of those frequent cases in which 
grammatical alteration has been employed, to 
avoid the so-thought awkward concurrence of 
two participles,—namely, by converting the 1st 

rtic. into a verb, and supplying «ai before the 
bad : though the idiom is, as I have shown, not 
unfrequent in the best class. Gr. writers. I 
would now write éveyn«x. both here and elsewh., 
as based on the strongest authority both of un- 
cials and ancient cursives, usnally embracing 
most of the Lam., Scriv., & Mus. copies, and, 
amongst the rest, No. 44 (otherwise De ey 
Nearly the same may be said of the Burley MS. 
(of the 10th cent.) according to Jackson's exact 
collation (so very imperfectly followed by Wets.). 

15. The reading duapry for -rioy, in 40 
curse. [exclus. of 5 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies), 
seems to be a mere emendn (suggested by Lk. 
xvii. 3) by wh. cacophony might be avoided : 
and Origen’s adoption of it mainly orcasioned 
its extensive reception. Kis oe after duapr., 
wh. Tis. 2 had, with Ln., cancd, & Al. bracket- 
ed, fr. B 1, 22, 23, Sah. & Orig., Tis. has now 
restored; and Al. 2 has removed the brackets, 
very rightly, but not in pronouncing that “ the 
words were expunged for Hierarchical reasons, 
in order by rendering the passage applicable to 
stn in general to give the Church power over 
sins upon earth,” inasmuch as raphical 
reasons will far better account for the absence of 
the words, wh. in so few copies as four were far 
more likely to be lost from error of scribes, 
owing to the two words being in the most an- 
cient copies written as one word. It is true 
that in || Lk. xvii. 3 the words are omitted in 
the same uncials, with the addition of A & 6 
curss. (congeners of L or D), exclus. of Lam. 
1193 & Mus. 5540; and there Al., as well as Tis., 
cancels the words, and thus /ets in the gross mis- 
application of the passage to sin in general, 
against wh. he so etrongly protests. But the 
omission of the words there may well be ascribed 
to shallow critics, who expunged them for no 
better reason than to remove tautology. This is 
strongly confirmed by the fact that at v. 4 other 
critics, as we find fr. several curss. and some 
copies of the It. & Vig., are without the words 
there, whilo retaining them at v. 3. 

Kai after taraye is cancd by Tie. & Al., fr. 
BD & 30 curss. [add Lam. 1188, Scr. m, n, 8, u, 
and a few Mus. copies, confirmed by supra v. 
24, viii. 4, infr. xix. 21, xxvii. 65, xxviii. 10, 
Mk, i. 44, xvi. 7, Joh. iv. 16, ix. 7. Yet at 
Rev. xvi. 1 almost all the copies have the «ai, 
and though there is greater elegance in the 
absence of the particle, yet Matt. may have used 
it once (here), as Mk. once, vi. 38, and Joh. 
once, Rev. xvi. 1, though in both those passages 
a fow ancient copies are without the «ai, wh. is 
there caned by Tis. & Al., and brackd by Ln. 
But see my notes. 

18. The t. rec. gay is now restored by Al. & 
Tis., for av, wh. they had before adopted fr. 
BDKL & 10 curss. [add Lam. 528 & 1192, 
Mus. 1810, 5540, 11838, 17470, & Miss. 1, omd 
by Wete.}: though quite againet interna] evi- 
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dence, it being evidently a mere crit. corrn to 
more class. Gk. 

Tis. has now restored the rw before ovpavsy, 
wh. he had cancd, fr. only B & Orig., aud refers 
to vi. 10, 20, where év ouvp. has been altered by 
no one. Al. first adopted, and then rejected the 
Tw, carer t. rec. “‘ an insertion of Art. as 
usual ,”—as if it were likely to be t2droduced into 
all the MSS. but one. 

19, For waAw, Lu. & Tis, 2 read dury; but 
Al. retains wad, while Tis. 3 edits wadww 
apny, fr. all the uncials but 4, and (he says) 
above 100 curss. [to wh. I can add all the Lam. 
& Scr., and almost all the Mus. copies], con- 
firmed by the Syr., Pesch. & Cur., the It. & 
Sah. verss. Such a vast weight of authority 
(confirmed by internal evidence), as existing in 
the difficulty of imagining why the éuijy shd 
have been obtruded ere, induces me to receive 
the aun, but not to the exclusn of the wdAwy. 

The reading dvo cum. &E vuwy oe, b 
Ln., Tis. (2 ed.), & Al. 2, fr. BDL 13, 124, 
262 [add Scr. y & Mus. 5468], is very specious, 


if the t. rec. were, as Al. says it és, “a corrn of 


order and simplification ;” but it is far less likely 
that such a process shd have taken place and 
come into all the MSS, exc. 8, than that in 
those 8 there shd have been fr. negligence of 
scribes, a perturbation of order and consequentl 
involution of constrn. The confusion was, 
suspect, occasioned by the words ide having 
been accidentally omitted, and then supplied, 
though in the wrong place. That Tis. now sees 
the matter in this light, is probable fr. his having 
restored the t. rec. As regards the reading 
bpp for & budp, this, besides being supported 
by the strongest external evidence (aaniely, as 

is. shows, all the uncials exc. 3 and the great 
body of the curss.), is also favoured by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as it was far more likely 
that the somewhat unusual constrn of the simple 
genit. shd be changed to the usual and more 
correct one of the genit. with ¢£. 

For cungwrrjowow, Lu., Tis., & Al. 2 read 
-cover, fr. BDEHILVA 33, and, Tis. states, 
many others: but where are those others? Mill, 
Griesb., & Sch. adduce none, and I can only add 
Montf., Lam. 1193, Scr. y, z, H, & Mus. 17982, 
Internal evidence is not unfavourable; but the 
terminations -cwotv and govort are so oft con- 
founded that the argument of antiquity has less 
than usual weight. On the whole, no change is 
warranted, inasmuch as -cwoww is found in 
nearly half of the uncials, and all the curss. exc. 
comparatively a very few. 

al. For wpoothOwy atte 6 IT., Ln., Tis., & 
Al. 2 read wpoo. 6 II. ela. attra, fr. BD, 2 
curss., & Orig.—very insufficient authority, esp. 
since internal evidence is adverse, considering 
that the reading is plainly a mere crit. corrn. 
Tis. now views the matter in this light, since he 
has restored the t. rec. 

24. I am still of opinion that for rpoonvéy6n, 


wpoaonxO8n, however specious and seemingly 30 


countenanced by Acts xvi. 20, is a mere correcn 
of critics, who, scrupling at this very rare and 
unauthorized use of rpoaépw, namely, in the 
sense to bring up for trial, esp. in the pass., 
chose to substitute wpoonvé x8, as used in Acts 
xvi. 20. 

25. Iam still of the same opinion as to tho 
authority of xUpcos, and still more of avrou 
after 6 «vg.os, for, considering that the pronoun 
occurs thrice in the verse, it was likely that the 
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critics would remove it once, and espy the avrou 
wh. is omd twice in B & 237). Besides, the 
d avrou is abs. fr. BDL & Scr. y, and It. a, g4, 
Vig. (Am.), Forjul., Harl. "Exe:, ed. by Tis. 3, 
arose fr. error of scribes from their mivaling the 
abbrevn. 

26—28. After dovXos Tis. inserts ixetvos, fr. 
DLA 33 & 7 other curss, [add Lam. 79, 2], and 
after Aéywy he cancels xvpie, fr. BD 15, 47 
Evang. [add Scr. v & y]; but Ln. & Al. reject 
the former as inserted fr. v. 27, and restore 
KUpte as expunged “for uniformity with v. 29.” 
I am inclined to admit éxetvos, but in small 
character, because it may have been cancd to 
remove a tautology. As to the «dpre, I quite 
approve of its retention, but not of Alford’s mode 
of accounting for its omission. It was more 
probably lost in so few copies by inadvertence of 
scribes passing over the abbrevn w, as oft elsewh. 
So supr. xiii. 51, infr. xx. 30, Lk. xxiii. 42, 
Rev. xvi. 3, though, in all but the first, the late 
editors remove the word. 

As to the cancelling of co:, adopted by Tis. 
& Al., or the reading dwrodwow co: adopted by 
Ln., the latter is better supported than the for- 
mer, but was resorted to for variation as regards 
v. 29; though the reading there fluctuates. As 
to the former mode, that of cancelling the cou, 
on the authority of D, internal evidence is quite 
adverse, since the variety of position might in 
one copy have readily occasioned omission. 

28. The por after dod. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BDL 1, 33, 114 [add Mus. 5540, 
14740, & Scr. w, y]: but there is no good reason 
for removing the word, which was doubtless ex- 
punged by critics to get rid of one of the too 
many pronouns. The ef r: adopted by me, for 
t. rec. d Te, rests on the authority of almost all 
the uncials and (Tis. says) 150 curss. [excl. of all 
the Lam. and most of the Scr. & Mus. copies], 
confirmed by internal evidence. 

3]. For avray, éavtwy, ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. 10 uncials & 50 curss. [add Lam. 1175, 
78, 79, 89, 92, 93, most of the Scr., and Mus. 
5468, 5540, 11836, 16184, 17470], is prob., but 
not certainly, the true reading. I wd now read 
auvuTwy. 

33. For xai sym, kaye is ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BDL and a few curss. [add Lam. 
1192}]—-slender authority, indeed, but confirmed 
hy internal evidence, since, as Tis. remarks, «ui 
éyw is more freqy substituted for kay than 
the reverse; referring to ne xxvi. 15, Joh. vi. 
44, xiv. 16, 21, xvii. 11, 22. Moreover, cay 
is required by propriety of language and the 
usage of good writers. 

34. Avrw is cancd by La., Tis. 2, & Al. 2, 
fr. BD & 16 curss.: but Tis. 3 has restored the 
word—very properly, for the deficiency of ex- 
ternal is not made up by internal evidence, since 
why should it have been added here, and not at 
v. 30? It was more prob. removed here as 
thought unnecessary, and not occurring at v. 


35. I am still of the same opinion as to re- 
taining éwovpavios, which Tis. 3 restores, reé- 
marking that “ while 6 wu. 6 ovp. occurs 6 times 
in Matth., with next to no variation, 6 war. o 
Zwovp. occurs in this place only.” As respects 
the disputed words ta wapawrwuata bum, 
though not absolutely required by the preceding 
apie, yet are they almost necessary to the full 
development of the sense, in order to a clear 
comprehension of the parable, so that we can 


24 MATTHEW 


hardly imagine that the evang. would have 
dropped them. 


XIX. 3. Tis. 3 has restored oi before Pap., 
wh. he had expunged, with Ln. & Al. 2, and re- 
marks that ‘the of was removed because not in 
Mk.” Rather, however, it should seem, lost by 
being absorbed in the w preceding. Aurw is 
cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BCKLM & 30 curss. 

add Lam. 1775, 78, 79, 1255, Scr. p, u, w, x, y, 

,P, Mus. 5540, 11838, 17470, 16184], confirmed 
by the ancient verss. 

4, Adrots after elwev, cancd by Ln., Tia, & 
Al., fr. BDL & 2 curss., with some copies of It. 
vers., may have been introduced fr. || Mk. But 
there is no sufficient evidence that it was. 

5. For évexev, Tis. 2 & Al. 2 edit tvexa, fr. 
BL & Orig.: but Tis. 3 restores gvexev, re- 
marking that in the ancient writers évexa is the 
more usual, while gvexey is rather of rare occur- 
rence; and further, that in many passages of 
N. T. for gvexev, B and some of its fellows have 
gvexa, e. gr. Matt. v. 11, Mk. x. 29, xiii. 9, Acts 
xix. 32, Rom. viii. 36. 

For wpooxoAd., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit xoAXn- 
@ne., fr. BDEFGH!ISUV & 50 curss. I add 528, 
1176, 77, 87, 88, 93, Scr. h, k, 0, u, H, and a few 
of the best Mus. copies. And since internal 
evidence is in its favour (wpoo. being more likely 
- to be added (fr. the Sept.) than removed), I would 
now edit [wpe] xoAA. The simple verb seems 
to have been Alexandn & Hellenistic, the com- 
pound class. Gk, though occg in Joseph. and some- 
times in the Sept.; so that the reading may be 
an open question. 

7. On reconsidering the debated point as to 
the authenticity of adrijv, I am ready to admit 
that it is prob. not genuine, internal evidence 
being rather against the word, which was more 
likely to have been introduced for the pur- 
pose of supplying what most readers would ex- 

ct, than to have been removed because not in 
| Mk. 

9. Al. 2 joins Ln. & Tis. in cancelling or:, 
fr. BCZ & some copies of the It. vers—autho- 
rity insufficient, notwithstanding what Tis. says, 
that the orc after AXéyw elsewhere does not vary 
in reading,—the ore here, at any rate, rests on the 
strongest authority ; and though or: is some- 
times inéroduced where not genuine, yet at others 
it is, as prob. here, removed where genuine. 

10. The adrou after uad. is cancd by Tis., 
but retained by Ln. & Al., of whom the latter 
remarks that “it is just as much (nay, far more] 
the habit of the early MSS, (rather crit. revisers) 
to exclude superfluous words [what they deemed 
such] as to add supplementary ones.” 

ll. rourov was brackd by Ln., but retained 
by Al. 1, cancd by Tis. 2 & Al. 2, but restored 
hs Tis. 3—very ropery, since the authority 
(B 1, Scr. y, It. Z rig., & Cyril) is next to 
nothing: and internal evidence is quite adverse, 
the addition of tovroyv being quite in the manner 
of the Hellenistic and scriptural, though not the 
class. style—so that we have here a crit. corrn, 
prob. originating in the It. vers. & Origen. 

For wrpoonviydn, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
-Oicav, fr. BCDL, 15 curas. & Orig. [add Lam. 
1179, Mus. 5468, 5731, 5540, all of the most 
ancient text}, and it is prob. the original reading, 
and the other a mere gramm!] corrn. 

15. For avr. 7. yatp., Tis. & Al. read rae 
Xeto. avt., fr. BDLO & 15 curss. I add Lam. 
1188, Ser. z, Mus. 16183, 17182, 17741, 19387. 
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It may have been the original position, but 
stronger proof is needed that it was. 

16. tva géxw, &c.] As respects the genuine- 
ness of t. rec., wh. Al. 2 rejects, my opinion is 
the same as heretofore: but I readily grant that 
the subject is one embarrassed with difficulties 
all but inextricable. I am now inclined to 
adopt, with Tis. & Al., the reading oxé, though 
only resting on BD, internal evidence being in 
its favour, since Zxw and «yw@ might easily be 
confounded ; not to say that cyw yields the 
more suitable sense, namely, to attain, to obtain, 
and is strongly confirmed by the xAnpovoyyjaow 
of || Mk. & Lk., and also by éx/r. xxi. 38, Rom. 
i. 13, Iva xapwov oye. 2 Cor. ii. 3, u—AVwyy 
ox, asin the most ancient MSS. This force 
of yw arises fr. the primary sense fo have and 
to hold as a secure possession, 80 to obfain as to 
keep. Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 12, éwtAapou ris 
alwviov (wis, where see note. I am now in- 
clined with L., T., & A., to cancel dyaQé, fr. 
BDL 1, 22, 5 Evang. & 3 Ital. copies, confirmed 
by internal evidence, since it was prob. intro- 
duced from the || Lk. & Mk. 

17. I am still of the same opinion as to re- 
jecting the readings here adopted by the recent 
editors, on the slender authority of only 3 un- 
cials & 3 cures., a deficiency not compensated by 
internal evidence, wh. inclines rather in favour 
of t. rec., inasmuch as, observes Dr. Campb., 
‘both the simplicity of expression and con- 
nexion of the thought is quite in favour there- 
of.” Nothing (adds he) can be more pertinent 
than to say, ‘lf you believe that God alone is 
good, why do you consult me concerning the 
good that you must do to be saved ?’ 

For elo. els tyv Cwnv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ele rH» (. eloeAX., fr. BCDKL & 3 curss. [be- 
sides Scr. w, Lam. 1188, 89, 93], confirmed by 
Clem., Orig., Iren., & Cypr.: which may have 
been the original collocation of the words: but 
internal evidence is adverse, the simplicity of 
constrn in t. ree. attesting its truth. The other 
reading seems to have been suggested by Mk. x. 
17, Lk. xviii. 18, csp. when compared with 
|| Matt. xix. 16. The other position of the 
words has here something stiff and artificial. 

- For tipnoov, Tis. & Al. read riper, fr. BD 
& Clem. Rom. But in the passage of Clem. as 
adduced by Anger, Typnaov is read, wh. is con- 
firmed by Orig. twice. Al. adopts ripe on the 
score of its being the less usual form, though it 
is in reality the oly one occurring in the lass: 
writers, and there only twice, in Aristoph. & 
Plutarch, the other zo where. In the Sept., how- 
ever, it occurs in Prov. iv. 33, vii. 5. Esdr. vii. 
28, and tHpnoov in Prov. iii. 21, Jer. xx. 10; 
in N. T., in Joh. xiv. 15, xvii. 1), Jude 21. 
Under these circumstances, the ground of re- 
ceiving ripe: is baseless. Were there compe- 
tent evidence for the existence of the form, I 
shd be disposed to adopt it. Matt. may have 
written +nvet, wh. is confirmed by the 4 pas- 
sages of the Sept., whence it appears that rapes 
was in use in the Alern Greek; but it does not 
occur in the other Gospels, and here was less 
likely to be used by Matt. than r1jpyoov, wh., 
however unclassical, was likely to be used by the 
evang., since it occurs in St. John thrice, once in 
St. Jude, and hence it seems to have been Syrian 
and Palestinian Greek. That ripee occurs in 
1 Tim. v. 22 does not confirm tips: here, since 
the character of St. Paul's Greek differs mate- 
rially fr. St. Matthew's ; and though rijpe: may 
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have been Syrian-Greek, yet it is possible that 
in the e of St. Paul, ripnoov may have 
‘been in the archetype, but being placed at the 


end of aline and written rnyn*, the abbrevn 
being misunderstood, was passed over, and rHu7 
taken by transcriber for rsjper,—and such was 
ph: the case here in the archetypes of BD. 

hose numerous unfinished readings wh. occur 
up and down in the MSS. arose, I suspect, fr. 
the same cause : and this conjecture is confirmed 
by Cov. 2 (a choice MS, of the 11th century), 
in wh. I find tnpn. As to the riper of Rev. 
iii, 3, I have in my note there shown that there 
is the very same reason to think that it did not 
come fr. St. John, but fr. the scholiasts. 

19. The gov after waripa, wh. I have 
brackd, ie cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al.. fr. almost 
all the nncials &, Tis. says, 75 cures. [add Lam. 
528, 1176, 77, 79, 88, 93, Scr. nearly all, Mus. 
17982 et al.] with some ancient fathers: and 
Tis. & Al. suppose it to be’ derived from || Lk. 
& Mk. But they themselves expunge it at 
|| M@k. Moreover, the verss. & the Sept. dis- 
countenance its removal. And not a few MSS, 
have the cou after unrépa. Under all the cir- 
cumstances, it wd seem that Matt. intended to 
express it in one case, and as the place varied in 
different MSS., the critics thought it better to 
remove it altogether. See notes on the || pas- 
sages of Mk. & Lk. In short, as the pronoun 
is supplied in doth places in the Hebr. and the 
Sept., and prob. in || Zk., E cannot believe that 
Matt. wd shoes to omit it altogether. 

20. I wd now edit épuAaka, though resting 
onlyon BDL & 2 ancient curss., with Athan. 
Internal evidence is quite in its favour, since so 
Hellenistic a form, occurring very freqy in the 
aay ye was likely to be used by our evangel., 
and indeed by Mk. & Lk., in the latter of whom 
it is adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., though not in 
the former; and yet the authority for it is 
nearly as strong, si the idiom is more agreeable 
to the style of Mk. than of Lk. The words ix 
veornroe pov are cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BL & 12 curss. of the closest affinity, confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as they were as 
likely to be introduced from || Lk. as to have 
been omitted by accident in 4 copies. 

21. For wrwyots, Ln., Tis.,& Al. edit rote 
wrwyxois, fr. BD, supposing the rots in the rest 
of the copies to have been removed, “ because 
(says Al.)notin || Mk. & Lk.’ —as ifit were likel 
that so minute a change shd have been made in all 
the copies but two. Besides, rote is in all the 
copies exc. the same BD & CA, & 2 or 3 curss. 
at || Mk. So that the change. if made, must 
have been fr. the || of Lk. Accordingly, 
I have. with Gr. & Sch., retained the t. rec., 
little doubting that the art. was added by critics 
at both Matt. & Mk. for the sake of improving 
the style, just as at Joh. xii. 5, where see note.— 
For ovpavw, Ln., Tis., & Al. adopt ovpavots, fr. 
BCD & 20 curses. [add Lam. 1192 & Ser. r], 
supposing t. rec. introduced from || Mk. But 
the reading is more proby a crit. emendn sug- 
ti by fi Lk., as in many copies (and among 
them BD) ; for why shd all the copies, exc. some 
score, be altered in so minute a point fr. || Mk. ? 

22. The words réy Adyow are cancd by Tis. 2 
and Al. 2, fr. LZ; but retained by Ln., and 
restored by Tis. 3,—rightly, since external au- 
thority for their removal is next to nothing, 
and internal evidence unfavourable. That the 
words were introduced (ae Al. avers, fr. || Mk.), 
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in all the copies exc. two, and those any thing 
but trustworthy, and all the versions, were far 
less likely than that they should have been ex- 

unyed by critics, who thought the composition 
improved by their removal ; which may Pe true, 
but here the ‘word’ (dictum) spoken by our 
Lord was so weighty and noteworthy, that it 
could not well be left to be implied. 

23. The position wAovc. ducx., adopted b 
Ln, Tis., & Al., fr. BCDLZ, 5 curss. (add Cod. 
Leic., testibus Jacks. & Scriv.), with the It., 
Vig., & Ethiop. verss., is prob. genuine, and 
the other formed on || Mk. & Lk. 

24. The reading of B hoth here and at || Lk. 
Tpnuatos might very well arise fr. an emendn 
of style, since the term is used in several pas- 
sages of the purest Gk writers, such as Aristoph., 
Sotades, and Plato: and so padidos tTpHua in 
Nicharch. ap. Anthol. Pal. ii. 110. As to the 
reading of Ser. y tpUwavos, it is manifestly a 
mere error of some very careless ignorant scribe 
for rptmaros, which emendn is confirmed by 
the Schol. on Aristoph. Nub. 448, where, after 
remarking that rpvua and rejua are used to 
denote riv driv, he goes on to explain rpv- 
may by rpupad iay found in the parallels of Mk. 
and Lk., and in several copies of Matt. 

On reconsidering the perplexed matter as to the 
true reading at the last words of this verse, the 
state of the evidence, intricate as it may be, 
seems to point at the text of Tis. still retained 
in his 3 edn as the simplest, and that from 
which we may best account for the various di- 
versities of reading. Besides the strongest ex- 
ternal testimony to it, 10 uncials, and, Tis. 
states, 110 curss. [to which add Lam. 528, 1175, 
76, 79, 88, 89, 93, Scr. 0, 8, v, w, y, & Mus. 
5540, 15581, 169431, 17740, 17982, 19387, all of 
them copies of ancient text) attest the truth of 
the reading elosAGety after pap iors (intro- 
duced from || Mk. as the more usual and suitable 
term), for which t. rec. deeAGety came from . 
| Mk. & Lk. The removal of sloeXVetv at the 
end of the verse rests, indeed, on scanty evi- 
dence, but that is compensated by internal evi- 
dence, it being prob. brought in fr. || Mk. & Lk. 

As respects the reading ray uvpavwy for t. rec. 
rou Qeov, internal evidence is somewhat in its 
favour, but external too slender to warrant its 
adoption, especy since it may be a mere crit. 
altern to an expression almost peculiar to Matt., 
who, however, uses Bac. rou Qeou thrice elaewh., 
vi. 33, xii. 28, xxi. 31. 

25. avrou aft. wad. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. 7 uncials & 15 curss., excl. of 6 Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies. I have on other occasions 
shown that avrov, like other pronouns pre- 
ceded by a subst. with the art., is more likely to 
be genuine than interpolated, because the idiom 
so abounds in Hebrew-Greek and Hellenistic 
phraseology. 


XX. 2. For cuugwrjcas di, cai cup. 
found in 18 uncials, and, Tis. says, 130 curss. 
[add Lam. 1175, 76, 78, 87, 88, 93, Scr. c, h, 
m,n, 0, q, r, 8, V, w, H, P, and most of the hest 
Mus. copies], confirmed by the verss., cannot 
well be supposed “‘ a correcn to sense,” as Al. 
terms it. Itsavours more of the Hebr.-Greek 
of Matt., and is prob. genuine; while cuud. 
6:, however strongly attested, may be the real 
critl corrn. 

5. Tis. & Al. canc, dé after radi, fr. BCDL 
& a few curss., It. copies, and the Vig. vers. 
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And internal evidence is rather agutnst than for 
the particle, inasmuch as it was more likely to 
be entroduced by those who thought a particle 
necessary than removed, or omitted inadvertently. 

I have here and in the 9 other passages where 
the Gk adject. for ninth occurs edited evar., 
with the single y, for reasons which I have fully 
stated in my note here once for all. 

6. Though Spay, cancd by Al., is absent only 
in BDL & one curs., with the /Eth. vers. and 
nine copies of the It. ver., the Vig. Orig., & 
Cyril, yet it lies open to suspicion. It may have 
come fr. the scholiasts, who meant to supply the 
ellip. But it may have been removed by critl 
revisers for the Perper of polishing the com- 
posn, since no pure (ik writer would have used 
it. As respects aypous just after, internal evi- 
dence is so strong against it, that, though sup- 

rted by considerable external authority, con- 

rmed by the Syr. vers., its authenticity is very 
doubtful. 

7. As respects the words xal 6 idy 9 dixacoy, 
AsjvecGe, internal evidence, justly weighed, is 
so much against their authenticity that I cannot 
but regard them as interpolated, though not 
fr.v. 4 (the words there being not quite the 
same), but fr. a marginal schol., thus intimating 
that they are implied in the preceding context. 

8. Auvrots after dwddos is cancd by ‘Tis. 
from CLZ and Orig., but retained by Ln. & Al., 
with good reason, since the overwhelming su- 

eriority of external authority is not counter- 
balanced by internal evidence, considering that 
it was quite as likely to be omitted by accident, 
in so few copies, or removed by critl corrn, as to 
be inserted in all the rest. 

10. dvdm. Ort wr. Ari.] On reconsideration 
of the point of reading, as involved in the rival 
claims of wAeiova and wAsiov, I can no longer 
consider the latter as the true reading. External 
authority for it is very slender, only BCNZ 
and 6 or 7 curss., and Orig., confirmed by the 
It. & Vig. versions, which, howeeer’ have little 
or no weight, as being a /ree rendering ad sen- 
sum. Besides, if wAetov be supposed genuine, 
how are we to account for the introduction of a 
JSalse reading into all the copies hut a very few ? 
To suppose it, with Al., “acorrn to plural, 
more tn number,” involves, as we shall see fur- 
ther on, great improbability. In short, internal 
evidence as well as external is in favour of 
w\slova: and #Asiov may very well be re- 
garded as a crit] correcn to oa gr ater force 
and perspicuity, and suggested by Mk. xii. 43, 
& Lk. xxi. 3. 

The words xai avroi are placed by Tis. 2 & 
Al. 2 after 8nvapiov, fr. BLZ; while Ln. retains 
the ordinary position, which is restored in Tis. 3, 
—very properly; internal evidence confirming 
the strongest external testimony, inasmuch as it 
is far less probable that the change should have 
been made in all the ap but 3, for no parti- 
cular reason (for as to the increase of emphasis, 
wh, Alf. alleges, it is pe imaginary), than 
that the change should have been made in those 
three, for the purpose of improving the compo- 
sition, esp. when the ro was brought in. But 
that rests on only 4 MSS., CLNZ, and it was 
prob. a crit. corrn to impart to the wording a 
neat turn of expression, though certainly one 
not in the evangelist’s manner. 

15. I apiece with De Wette & Al., against 
Meyer & Tis., that the 4 both times is genuine, 
and that its omisn the lst time and altern to ef 
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in 2nd arose from its seeming irrelevancy, or 
superfluousness, as Tis. takes it, who has now re- 
stored the first 4, and he would have done well 
to restore the second, since though el is found in 
many MSS., including most of the Lam. and 
Scriv. (not Mus.) copies; yet it prob. arose 
merely fr. itacism, and most of the copies re- 
ferred to abound in such. 

For woijoa: 6 Gétw, 5 GEXw w. (found in 
BDLZ and- their congeners, and adopted by 
Ln., Tie., & Al.) prob. arose fr. the same class of 
critics who just before altered OéAw dé to ive 
OéAw, by wh. change there is communicated 
more of studied expression, but less of simplicity 
and nature, 

16. Tis. has now restored the words woAXoi— 
dxAexroi, and acknowledges that they cannot be 
supposed inserted fr. xxii. 14. I am still of 
the same opinion as to the ortgin of the omis- 
sion, namely crit. corrn, by removal of words 
judged by the critics to be unnecessary. Thus 
Calv. pronounces, ‘* Mintme rat, que a qui- 
busdam inseritur, sententia.”” But why-?—be- 
cause he did not see how it would square with 
his system ; though in fact there is really nothing 
either for or against his system, since as in the 
words écovrat ol EcyaToi—zxpwroi there is, as 
Matth. Henry says, the reddition of the parable, 
in that observation xix. 30, which occasioned it, 
modAol dt icovtat—mpwrot, so in the added 
worde there is intimated a solemn warning, lest 
even they themselves should be found hypocrites 
at the last, and be justly deemed to have fallen 
short of the promise. Comp. Heb. iv. 1, and 
see note. 

17. Ma€nras is now restored by Tis., since 
‘* i@ was,” as he says, ‘“‘ very unlikely to be in- 
serted in all the copies but 4.” It was prob. re- 
moved because more usually absent. 

19. For dvacriaerat, Tis. & Al. read éiysp- 
OjosTa:, fr. BLZ and 1 curs., but Ln. retains 
dvaor., very properly, since internal evidence 
is not so entirely in favour of é-yep0. as it should 
be to justify its adoption. ‘Avaor. may have 
been brought in fr. || Mk. & Lk., but is not 
likely to have come into all the copies exc. 4. 
"Avacr. may rather be supposed to have been 
altered to Zyep0. in those 4 by the same class of 
critics as those who altered avacry to éyepOy 
supr. xviii. 9, where see note. 

20. For wapa, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dad, fr. 
BD alone: which may seem confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, inasmuch as alrety ri: wapa 
vivos is, as Tis. observes, the more usual; and 
there is, he adds, the same variation of reading 
at 1 Joh. v. 15. Yet there too the same insuffi- 
ciency of external evidence forbids the adoption 
of dwo. There is greater, but not competent, 
authority for the change of wapa into amd at 
Acts xxvi. 22, where see note. And when we 
consider that alrety and Aafeity occur oft folld 
by wapa, and generally without any variation of 
reading, we can scarcely doubt that wrapa is the 
true reading in all the paseages, and that dad 
came either from misjudging critics, or from 
officious scholiasts, though generally the former. 

22, 23. After reconsideration of the disputed 
point, as to the genuineness of the clause at each 
vers., xal +6 Bawtricna—Bawrricbjvat, I still 
retain the brackets, because internal evidence is 
so strongly against their authenticity, there being 
little doubt that the words were introduced from 
H of Mark. As to deficiency in external au- 
thority for the removal, that is much compen- 
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sated by ancient verss., the Syr.-Curet., Cop., 
Sah., Asth., Pers., It., & Vig., and, of fathers, 
Orig. 2, Epiph., and others. To advert to two 
points of reading in the words (whether genuine 
or not), for «ai is strongly supported by ex- 
ternal authority (nearly all the uncials and, Tis. 
says, 100 cures. ; I can add nearly all the Lam. 

Scr., & some of the best Mus. copies), inso- 
much that it may seem entitled to the prefer- 
ence; yet so oft are 7) and «al confounded in 
the MSS., that the reading both here and at 
ll Mk., where see my note, is an open question. 

The xai before Aéyee at v. 23 has internal 
evidence so much agatnst it, that, although ab- 
sent fr. only BD & 5 curss., confirmed by the 
Syr., It., Vig., & other verss., I have bracketed, 
while Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel the word. I have 
also bracketed the you after evwyuuwy because 
it is absent fr. the most ancient uncials & 20 
curss., exclus. of 4 Lam. & 3 Mus. copies. As 
to rovro, brought in after wou by Tis. & Al., fr. 
CD &, Tis. says, 18 curss., I cannot adopt it, 
because internal evidence is adverse, inasmuch 
as it was more likely to have been suljotned 
from the scholiasts {thus V & 6 curss. have it 
before ovx] than, as Al. thinks, to have been 
“removed to conform to Mk.” 

24. For xai dxotc., Tis. & Al. read dx. 3d, 
fr. LZ & 3 cures. of the same family: while Ln. 
retains xai dxvvo.—very properly, since over- 
pore external authority is not counter- 

lanced by internal evidence aguinst, for dé 
is very likely to have been a mere arbitrary al- 
tern of critics. exercised on one small class of 
MSS. At any rate, di was as likely to have 
been adopted fr. || Lk. as «ai fr. || Mk. 

26. Internal evidence as well as external (to 
which I can add several of the most ancient 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. MSS.) is so strongly agatnst 
éé (prob. introduced fr. || Mk. & Lk.) that I wd 
now bracket it. For gora:, Tis. & Al. read 
doviv, fr. BDZ [add Mus, 16943] & Vig., sup- 
posing gora: to have come fr. || Mk.: but it 
surely wd not have got into all the copies exc. 
three. _ 

29. For ‘Iepixyw, Tis. 3 reads ‘lepecya, fr. 
BDLZ [add Lam. 1193]: and so at Mk. x. 
46 bis in BCFL, also at Lk. x. 30 in BL, also 
Lk. xviii. 35 in BDPQ & xix. in BDQA. 
But since in the other passages where the 
name occurs in N. T. there are very faint 
vestiges of this spelling; and since ‘Jep:y. is 
found, I believe, every where in the Sept. & 
Joseph., with Strabo & other class. writers, there 
is no good ground for the change, which seems 
to have arisen fr. the ancient scribes alone, and 
sprung fr. iéacism. What confirms this su 
position is that all the MSS. adduced (exc. B) 
abound in itacisms. and in that MS. ee is almoat 
systematically put for «, esp. in names of places, 

thaps by a sort of provincialism prevailing in 
Ey t and Syria. 

. «pre is placed hefure ikéne. by Ln., Tis., 
& AL, fr. BLZ & 69, 124, the Ital. g, a,1, and 
the Vig., Cop., and Sah. verss.; but against in- 
ternal evidence, since the transposn was more 
likely to be made by Alexn critics, who preferred 
it (espec. as confirmed by || Mk. & Lk., and 
forming the more usual position), than to have 
been altered in all the copies exc. 5, for no par- 
ticular reason, by revisers. 

For vids, vié edd. by La., from CDELN & 
20 curas. [add Lam. 1178, 92, Scr. v, w, x, y, 2, 
H, P, and Burl. MS.), is doubtless a mere gram- 
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matl emendn, prob. suggested by || Matt. & Lk. 
Tis. 3 has restored gxyaYov; while Al. 2, from 
Tis. 2, adopted éxpukev, now rejected by Tis., 
and, as I have already shown at laraes on good 
grounds. See also note supr. xv. 22. 

33. For avory8@o.w, BDLZ & 4 curss , close 
congeners, have dvoiywary, wh. Tis. 2 & Al. 2 
adopted; but Tis. 3 has restored t. rec., rightly, 
as will appear from my note here, also at MK 
vii. 35, Lk. xi. 9, Acts xii. 10. 

34. The words aitwy ol dd@Badpmoi had been 
cancelled by Tis. 2 (and so Al.) from BDLZ & 
10 cures. [add Lam. }175), but, as I have shown 
at large, most uncritically ; the words being re- 
move purely in order to get rid of “ unlicensed 
Greek” (though such as is not unprecedented, 
since it occurs in the Sept. at 1 Sam. xiv. 27), 
by the removal of what might be dispensed with. 

is., now aware of this, has restored the words, 
remarking: ‘‘ Permolestum videbatur addita- 
mentum istud, nec ex antecedd. repetitum dici 
potest; longe enim aliter habet adyéBr. et 
dvarx9.” at this use of avéBaA. is Hebraistic 
(consequently the more to be expected in this 
Gospel) is evident from its being found in the 
Sept. Tis. 3 has now discarded éuparew for 
é6@0arpwv, which he had, with Ln. & Al, 
adopted fr. BDLZ 13, 69, 124, 346, & Orig., 
and wh. prob. arose fr. ‘‘the Father of Biblical 
criticism,” though evidently a mere critl emendn 
to remove a so-called tautology, at the expense 
however of introducing a term only occurring 
once in N. T. (in Mk.) and very rarely in the 


Sept. 


XXI. 1. For By8 pay I cannot yet consent 
to receive, with Tis. & Al., the reading B8o., 
though found in 9 uncials &, Tis. states, 100 
curss.; though to these I can add Lam. 628, 
1175, 76, 78, 88, 92, most of the Scriv. MSS., 
and all the Mus. copies, except 3, including 
Cov. 1 (1 m.), om. by Mill. But the MSS., 
though numerous, are not generally so ancient in 
text, nor so weighty in authority, as those which 
present By@qd., which is also supported by 
almost all the ancient versions, and confirmed 
by the etymology of the name, whether house of 
Jigs, a8 is generally supposed, or house of jaw- 
bones, as Orig. in loc. hrys. Homil. xi. en 
Marcum, and also Jerome in loco (with the 
approbation of Reland) suppose. But if the - 
Syriac name was, as Reland says, sp mo, the 
singular mazilla would be required. And, in- 
deed, in the passage of Origen (whence Euseb. 
& Jerome prob. drew their matter) the words 
are: f} (namely Bethph.) éounvevera: olxos 
ciayovwy, row aropatos. Now absurd as 
is Origen’s added explanation, it is plain that he 
must have written o1ayovos. 

For wpds before ro dpos, Ln., Tis., and Al. 
read ele from BC? 33 (add Lam. 528)—very in- 
sufficient authority, and not compendatcd. by 
clear internal evidence, since in so few as 4 
MSS. the els was more likely to have arisen 
either fr. error of scribes, or PA the scholiasts, 
than wpde to have been introduced into all the 
MSS. exc. 4, fr. || Mk. & Lk.; though I grant 
that els is far less suitable in sense than wpos, 
since it can only denote direction, not, 28 wpds, 
signify at as said of a site, which sense is re- 
quired by the exact description of the site given 
by Orig. Nor is this inconsistent with the ren- 
dering of the Pes. Syr., ‘‘ by the stde of,” wh. 
rendering recognizes, not els, but wpde. It is, 
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however, very improbable that Matt. should 
have a term so ill agreeing as ele does with 
the real site of Bethphage, wh. must have been 
familiar to him. 

2. The t. rec. wropevOnre (for wopedecOe) is 
now restored by Tis., who remarks that “‘elsew., 
where ropevecGe is written, as supra x. 9, infra 
xxii. 9, xxv. 9, the reading does not vary.” I 
add Lu. vii. 50, x. 37, Joh. viii. 1, Acts ix. 15, 
x. 20, xvii. 14, xxii. 11. The change here made 
to wopevecGs prob. arose fr. this being the more 
usual tense, though the aor. pass. occurs several 
times elsew. in N. T., and in the imper. also at 
Acts xxviii. 26 sine v. 1. 

. 'Ayayere is now restored by Tis. (for dyere 
before read by him, and by Al., fr. BD & 3 
curss.), the latter of whom takes for granted that 
a@ya@yetre was brought in from || Lk.—as if so 
minute a change would be likely to be made 
and have come into all the copies but four. 
Whereas the rare form of imper. aorist was 
likely to pass into the simpler and usual form, 
especy in so few copies. This form of 2 aor. 
imperfect of ayw recurs at Mk. xi. 2, Lk. xix. 
27, 30, &yadyere weds sine v. }., and the 2 aor. 


infin. occurs at Acts xvii. 5, xxiii. 10 (where 


see motes and aor. 2 partic., Acts v. 27, Heb. ii. 
10. All these forms occur in the Sept.; the 
imper. 2 aor. rarely, but is nevertheless found at 
os xlii. 20, 34, 37, xliii. 9, xliv. 2, Isa. xliii. 


4. odov, cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. CDLZ 
and several copies of It., Cop., and A‘th. verss., 
is restored in Tis. 3—with reason, since it wd 
seem far less likely to have been introduced 
into all the copies but 4, from i. 22, than to have 
been removed by critics as involving something 
overcharged, as also way and wavra. There 
are not wanting other passages in which OA. has 
been removed on that ground. See Matt. xxvi. 
59, Joh. vii. 23, Acts xix. 29, Heb. iii. 2. 

5. «ai before éw: 8. is cancd by Tis. 2 & Al. 
2, fr. D 61, 69, 124, & several Lat. copies & 
fathers, but retained by Ln., very properly, since, 
even as regards infernal evidence, it was far less 
likely to have been introduced fr. the Sept. into 
all the copies but 4, than to have been expunged 
in those four by critics who thought the com- 
posn thus improved. But this use of the copula, 
found in the Hebr. & Syr., as well as in the 
Sept., is Hebratstic, and such ae was very likely 
to be employed by Matt., though quite as likely 
to be dropped in loose verss. or free citations. 

Before wawAoyv, éwi is added by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BLZ, with the Syr. & Sah. verss.—insufficient 
authority, esp. considering that internal evidence 
is equally balanced. 

. For zpociratey, Tis. & Al. adopt cuvér., 

fr. BCD 33, 48 Ev. But external evidence is 
insufficient, and trernal not decidedly in favour 
ofouvér., since in so few as 5 MSS. it is quite 

as likely that wpoc. was altered by critics for 
the reason I have stated, as that it should have 
been (as Al. supposes) “‘ as being the more usual 
term substituted for it in error.” What was 
there to stumble at in ovvér. to occasion this 
substitution of wpoc. in all the copies but five ? 
However, ovyir. occ. not only in Matt. xxvi. 
19, & xxvii. 7 et al., but oft in Sept. and in the 
best class. wr.; which confirms my suspicion 
that it was ovvér. which was the substituted 
word, and that in order to supply a milder term, 
and one thought more suitable to the occasion ; 
though the critics ought to have borne in mind 
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that every iden d term admits of being modified 
according to the occasion. Thus wpoc. may 
have been used in this very sense, to direct, wh. 
it has in Acts x. 48, wpocirute airods Bawri- 
oOnvet. 

7. For the Ist éwave, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
iw’, fr. BLZ & 69. But to alter the reading fr. 
4 MSS. only, in opposition to internal evidence,— 
inasmuch as the reading is plainly a critl cor- 
recn to obviate incongruity and awkwardness, or 
remove tautology,—is very uncritical, as Tis. 3 
now sees, who has Pestared: éwavw, and also, on 
the same ground, avrwy ivdt., wh. he had, 
with Ln., expunged, on even less authority. 

. For éavrav, DLA & 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1176, 88, Scr. 1, m, n, q, P, Mus. 17470, 14774, 
16943, & Missy 1] have avray, wh. -may seem 
more suitable, but was prob. introduced fr. || 
Mk. & Lk. Perhaps, however, the true reading 
is avTo@p. 

9. After wpodyovres, Ln., Tis., & Al. add 
airoy, fr. BCDL & 5 cures. in the closest con- 
nexion, with the Syr. & Cop. verss. Al. pro- 
nounces it to have been “ removed because not 
in Lk.”—an unsatisfactory principle, waiving the 
extreme improbability of its being removed in 
all the copies but a little knot of 9 almost inse- 
parable. The addition rather proceeded fr. 
critics who stumbled at the absolute constrn and 
removed it, as they have oft done elsewh. See 
note on Matt. viii. 10. 

ll. For 6 "Ine. 6 rpo., Ln., Tis. 2, and Al. 
edit 6 wporp.’Ino., fr. BD 157, Cop., Sah. verss., 
Orig., & Eus.: but in 3d ed. Tis. has restored 
t. rec., ver Properly, since that so minute an 
alteration shd have been introduced into al] the 
copies exc. 3 is incredible; but likely enough 
that in those 3 an arbitrary alteration in position 
shd have been introduced as spe sek more 
suitable and usual (as in a thousand other caaes). 
I wd not now, with L., T., and A. edit Na{a- 
p20, for reasons which will appear from note 
supr. iv. 13, 

12. The 6 before 'Inc. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCEHMVXA & 15 cures. [add 
Lam. 1176, 77, Scr. k, o, Mus. 15581, 17982, 
Cov. 1, om. by Mill, & Burl. om. by Wets.} 

13. Were not the authority for worsirs 80 
very slender (only BL & 124 & Orig.), I should 
Mei seine bl it, bstag! Ln., tl = Al. 

tis possibly the genuine ing; thou - 
bably only a meee crit. altern for perepcnity, like 
that at Joh. vii. 31, in D & its fellow-copies, wh., 
for éwoincey, have woet, with the Syr., It., &.- 
Vig. verss., & Orig. On the contrary, here 
évoihoare has the support of all the ancient 
verss, exc. the Cop. That the emendation pro- 
ceeded fr Orig. is highly probable. See note on 
Mk. xi. 17. 

15. Before xpd¥., Ln., Tis., & Al. add rods, 
fr. BDLN, which Al. supposes was “‘ omitted as 
superfluous, but by misconception.” Yet, that 
a naa so utterly groundless should have got 
into all the copies exc. 4 is far less credible, 
than that it should have been inserted in those 
4 by critics who thought the art. necessary, 
which may he doubted. A class. Greek writer 
indeed wd have used it, but in the sense “ the 
children” who were crying. But the sense in- 
tended by Matt. seems to have been, “ saw the 
children a-crying.” Now to express this the art. 
is worse than useless. 

18. Were there stronger authority for éwrav- 
ayaywy, I should be disposed to receive it, with 








MATTHEW XXI,. 22—46. 


Tis. & Al. In that case it must be part. pres. of 
the reduplicate verbal form éwavaydyw, wh. is 
very rare, though the simple aydyw oft occurs. 
See my note supr. v. 2 & eleew.—I am inclined 
to ay 4 the ov before anxéts inserted by Tis. & 
AL, fr. BL, confirmed by internal evidence: 
and exx. of the idiom oft occur. 
N. T. in v. 

22. I wd now, with Ln. & Tis., receive édy, 
for dv, fr. almost all the uncials and very many 
curss. (exclus. of several of the best Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies), confirmed by internal evidence. 

24. After dwoxpiGeis, 6% is cancd by Ln. & 
Tis. 2, fr. only LZ & the Syr. & Vig. verss., not 
confirmed by interl evidence, for to suppose it, 
with Tis., ‘introduced fr. || Lk.,” is far less 
credible, than that it was omitted by accident in 
those two copies, nothing being more frequent 
than the omission of 62, owing to its being oft 
expressed by abbrevn, and closely united with 
2 pees word. 

. Before ‘Iwav. Tis. & Al. prefix rd, fr. 
BCZ & 48 Ev. It may have been, as Al. avers, 
“omitted as superfluous;” but not, as Tis. 
thinks, because not found in || Lk.; for it é 
there found in DLR & al. It might just as 
well be supposed inserted fr. || 4%., for there the 
+6 is found in 11 uncials. Be that as it may, 
there is very little more authority for the +d 
here than in Lk.; and internal evidence hinges 
on the question, as to whether this highly class] 
idiom was likely to be used by Matt. 2 I think 
not: by Luke it might: but the state of evi- 
dence (only DLR) proves that it was not. It 
was the least likely to be used by Mk.; and 
hence the authority is scarcely sufficient to 
warrant its reception. It seems to have arisen 
fr. the same critics as those who inserted ré at 
| Matt. See more in note on Mk. xi. 30. For 
wapa, Ln. & Tis. 2 read év, fr. BLM9Z- & 6 
curss. [add Scr. y, z, Mus. 11838]: but Tis. has 
now restored wap., rightly, since é» was substi- 
tuted by critics as more usual. 

26. otv is om. in DL &, Tis. says, 20 curss, 
[add Lam. 1175 & Mus.18211]. Tis. supposes it 
to have been removed because not in the pas- 
sages of Mk. & Lk. But even there it is abs. fr. 
comparatively few copies. See notes. The 
transposn just after adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al. 
is unwarranted, it being far less likely that the 
t. rec. should be, as. Al. affirms, ‘‘a transposn 
overlooking the emphasis” in all the copies but 
7, than that in those 7 the transposn should be 
made by critics to tntroduce the emphasis; 
though, as I have shown, uncalled for, and indeed 


out of place. 

28. Por vixva dvo0, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
évo téx., fr. B & 2 curss., to which I can only 
add Mus. 5540, and De Miesy 1, omd by Wets.— 
very insufficient authority, and at variance with 
internal evidence, which is against the change, 
inasmuch as it was far less likely to have been 
made in all the copies but 5, than in those 5 to 
have arisen fr. criti corrn. And so Tis. prob. 
now thinke, since he has restored t. rec., which, 
he says, “as being the more recondite form” 
(though occurring elsw., e. gr. Acts x. 19, dvdpse 
arpeie), is entitled to the preference. 

Mov after dureX. is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
C*DKLMA &7 curas. [add Lam. 528, 1179, 88, 
Scr. w, y, Mus. 5540, 17470] with the Syr. and 
several copies of It. vers., Orig., Bas., & Chrys. 
I would now bracket the word, since its authen- 
ticity is questionable. 


See my Lex. 
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30. For xal wpoa., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
apoo. 6t, fr. BDLZ & 4 curss. in the closest 
affinity with them; also the It. & Vig. verss. & 
Cyril. But the authority for this change is in- 
sufficient, and internal evidence adverse, since it 
was more likely to have been a crit. altern of 
Hellenistic to class. Gk idiom, than to have 
been altered, for no particular reason, in all the 
copies but 8. 

2. "leway, weds bu., for t. rec. wpds om. 
"lwav., adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. BCL 33, 157, 
209, 48 Ev. [add Scr. z] & Orig., was prob. a 
mere correctn of style by the critl revisers. For 
od before wereu., Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read obd2, 
fr. B, 10 curss. (add Scr. z & Leic.], and several 
verss.; but Tis. 3 has restored ov—very pro- 
perly, since external authority is strongly /or, 
and internal evidence not against, the ov, which, 
as he now sees, was allered to obdé. 

35. For ideipuv, U &, Tis. says, 40 curss. 
{add Lam. 1179, 1187, 1193, Mus. 573], 11838, 
and Scr. 1, m, n, q,r, Vv, x, y, 2] have &&npav. 
And the same variety occurs, but less strongly 
attested, at || Mk. & Lk. If the reading be 

enuine, it would seem formed fr. dalow, which 
is used thrice by Aristoph. ; but, though a form 
of the old Attic, it seems to have become obso- 
lete Jong before the Christian era; at least it no 
where occurs in the Sept., but déow does, and 
hence daipw was not likely to have been used 
by the evangelists. 

38. For cardoy., Ln., Tis., & Al. read cya- 
nav, from BDLZ and 3 curss., Orig.. & Cyr., 
insufficient external authority,—as resting only 
on one family of documents,—yet confirmed by 
internal evidence, considering that it is less 
likely that xara should have been absorved in 
xai preceding, than the xara have arisen from 
the «ai just before, especy since the context 
might suggest xaracy., as if the scope of the 
context required xatéyecv, to lay hold of, seize. 
But authority is wanting for that sense of xar- 
éxetv, nor is it suttable. 

44. kal 6 waowy éwi—Acxpioen: abtov}] On 
careful reconsideration of the debated question 
as to the authenticity of this verse, I am still as 
disinclined as ever to agree with Gr., Ln., & 
Tis., that it was interpolated fr. {| Lk. It is 
retained and defended by Matth., Fritz., Scholz, 
& Al. The argument used by Fr. & Al., that 
‘‘ the words are not the same, and that the verse 
would not have been introduced here, but after 
v. 42,” is to me sufficiently convincing to be re- 
ceived. It is further confirmed by the omission 
of xai in some copies, and the addition of ras 
in others. Considering the character of the 
source whence this cancelling of the verse came, 
prob. corrupt copies of the It. vers., caught up, 
as oft, by the framers of the text of B and No. 
33, its constant follower, it would seem that 
some ancient critics expunged the verse “ for 
the same reason as many recent ones have done, 
because they judged it unsuitable after v. 43.” 
For my own part, I cannot bring myself to think 
that this free dealing with the words of the 
evangelist could have come into all the copies 
but two, still less that it could have come from 
one corrector. At any rate, that one could not 
have originally been Orig., since the correction 
is found in the most ancient copies of the J¢. 


vers. 

46. For éwrerdy we, Al. 2 edits, with Ln. & 
Tis. 2, éwei d els, fr. BL 1, 22 [add Mus. 
5731]; while Tis. 3, retaining els, has recalled 
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éwecdn—very properly, not only since external 
authority is insufficient (for B has, teste Mato, 
éwel els), and internal evidence adverse, but 
because the d%) was more likely to be omitted by 
negligence of scribes, or rashness of critics, than 
to be snserted by revisers. As respects the eis, 
it may be the genuine reading, since internal 
evidence is in its favour, as existing in the great 
peculiarity of the phrase éyecv riva els Te or 
wwva, which may be justified and illustrated by 
the kindred phrase AoyifeoOai tia als vs or 
twa found in the Sept. at 1 Kings i. 13, éXoyf- 
cato abtriy Hii els ueQvovcay, and Isa. xxix. 
17, msrareOnaerar 6 Aipavos we rd Spos Td 
KeppuéedA, wai ro Xeppidr els douvpov Aoyia OH- 
TETaL. , then, AoyiXecBai ria eie tive 
existed, so may also éxerv tTivad els Tiva: but 
the probability is not so great as to warrant its 

jon into the text, against all the copies but 
5, confirmed by all the ancient verss. 


XXII. 1. For atrots iv wap., L., T., & A. 
read év wap. aur., fr. BDL, 4curss. closely allied, 
the Vulg., & Orig. ; insufficient authority, inas- 
much as inte evidence is equally balanced, 
from its being quite as likely that the change in 
position arose from accident in seven, as that 
in all the copies but 7, the t rec. should have 
arisen, as Al. avers, ‘‘ from correction.” 

4, For éroivaca, éroiuaxa adopted by Lan., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCDL & 3 curss. their close 
congeners, doubtless arose fr. critl correcn to 
suit reOuuéva; and this is proved by the fact, 
that other critics (as we find fr. 10 cures. [add 
Mus. 5731, 17740|) & some fathers altered it to 
étoipacrat. 

5. The ds uév—e 02, for 6 ndv—o 82, adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BL & 5 curss., seems a 
mere crit] emendn of style. For the 2nd els in 
this verse, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éari, fr. BCD & 
6 curss., their fellows, to wh. I can only add 
Mus, 16943. But external authority is insuffi- 
cient, and internal evidence adverse, it being 
more likely that in those 10 copies the els should 
have been altered, to polish the style, than that 
in all the copies exc. 10 there should have been 
introduced, as Al. pronounces, a mechanical 
repetition of the former. 

7. Tis. 3 has now abandoned the reading, wh. 
he had, with Al., adopted, 6 d2 Bac. wpy., fr. 
only BL 1, 22, 118, 209, and against internal 
evidence, as I have shown, and on wh. point 
Tis, now coincides, It is evidently a critl cor- 
recn to impart compression and force, espec. as 
regards é@ for xai. That axovc. should have 
been a supplementary gloss, and éxetvos inserted 
ex usu Matthei xviii. 58, as Al. supposes, ma 
be pronounced, with Tis., ‘fides absonum.” 
Hence all that is required is to retain with Tis. 
re t. rec., with the insertion of ixetvos after 

ac. 

9. For av, I have now, with Ln. & AI., 
adopted, fr. 10 uncials &, Tis. says, 50 curas. 
[exclus. of most of the Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies, including Cov. 1, om. by Mill, & De Missy 
1, om. by Wetst.], gay confirmed by internal 
evidence in its favour. 

13. For elw. 6 Baord., Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. 2 
edit 6 BaotA. etx., fr. BL & 5 curss.; but Tis. 
3 restores t. rec., with reason, since that all the 
copies exc. 7 and all the ancient verss. shd have 
been altered in so minute a point, is incredible ; 
whereas that in those 7 the positn should have 
been changed by negligence of ecribes, or by 
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caprice of critics, is not unlikely. At the next 
words [ still continue to reject the 2 readings of 
BL & 5 or 6 curss., adopted by Tis. 2 & Al. 2; 
and the grounds of my rejection are now further 
strengthened by Tis., who has in ed. 3 restored 
t. rec. The origin of the two variations of read- 
ing, as pointed out by myself and Tis., is abun- 
dantly manifest in the following able note of 
Tis.: “‘ Lectio conjunctis @yjaarvres et quate 
rectissime habet, sed visa est abundantia labo- 
rare; hinc alteri dic. alteri dears omiserunt. 
Minime vero caussa erat cur adderetur apare 
ad dijoavres aut dijicavyres ad ap.” 

17. For eloe, Tis. 3 reads siwdy, fr. LZ 33, 
referring to Lk. x. 40 & xxii. 66, where it oc- 
curs in all the copies. It is possibly the genuine 
reading here and at v. 66; whether at x. 40 may, 
as I have shown, be doubted. See more on 
Mk. xiii. 4, where I now receive elwop. 

20. Tis. 3 cancels xai before Aéyet, fr. D & 
69—authority quite insufficient (esp. considering 
that 69 is almost a fellow-copy with D, and fr. a 
source any thing but pure). Moreover, internal 
evidence is adverse, it being far more probable 
that «ai was removed by a critic who stumbled 
at the homely Grecism, as did another, who 

ished t¢ by writing 6 dé. That the xai shd 

ave been, as Tis. intimates, introduced fr. 
|| Mk. in all the copies but 2 is in the highest de- 
gree improbable ; for what was there to stumble 
at in the use of Aégyas unaccompanied by a 
particle ? 

After Aéye: Tis. 3 inserts 6 'Ine., fr. DLZ, 5 
curss. of the closest connexion, and ‘several 
verss.; hut wrongly, since, besides external 
authority being insufficient, txlernal evidence is 
adverse, for why shd 6 ‘Ino., if genuine, have 
been expunged in all the copies exc. 8?—“ be- 
cause,” says Tis., ‘‘not found in || Mk.”—a 
most precarious and unsound principle. Since 
6 "Ino. is evidently unnecessary to brought 
in, why should not Matt. have waived it as well 
as Mk., where it is not in a single copy ?>—The 
airy after ercyp. is in Tis. 3 removed to the 
end of the verse, fr. LX & 157. But the ex- 
ternal authority is insufficient, and internal evi- 
dence adverse, inasmuch as it was more likely to 
have got out of place by negligence of scribes, 
first from their omitting it in the right, and 
then bringing it back into a wrong, place, than 
to have been altered in position in all the copies 
exc. 3, “to suit the positn in Mk.” 

23. The of before Agyouree is omd in 
BDMSZ &, Tis. says, 50 curss. exclus. of man 
of the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. But inte 
evidence.is quite in its favour, since, while re- 
quired by propriety of language, it was likely to 
be absorbed in the ol preceding, the scribes 
being unaware of the force of the art., whose 
omission Fritz. & Bp. Middl. show cannot be 
right,: since the meaning intended is not that 
“as they came they made this assertion,” but 
only that the dogma subjoined was notoriously 
maintained by them. he ‘art. is found in 
l| Mk. & Lk., and yet could not have been 
derived from thence, being in opposition to a 
matter of fact. The ol was doubtless absorbed 
in the final —oz at Daddoux. 

. For yapuioas, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
ytuas, fr. BL & 12 curss., with Orig.; but 
wrongly, because in addition to overpowering 
external authority, internal evidence is in favour 
of yau., as being, in its Hellenistic and later 
Greek character (see Lobeck on Phryn. p. 742), 
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more likely to have been employed by Matt., 
esp. since it is indisputably used elsew. by him, 
v. 32, xix. 9 bis & 10; also by Mk. x. 11, 1 Cor. 
vii. 9 & 28 (as read by Tis. & Al.), vii. 33, 34. 
Hence it is plain that y#uas arose fr. Orig. and 
the poe school of critics.. 

28. For rq obv avaor., Ln. & Tis. read +7 
avact. ovv, fr. BDL 1, 69, 124. But, thoug 
internal evidence would seem in favour of that 
reading, it cannot be received on such slender 
authority. It seems a crit] corrn. 

30. For ixyapuiYovra:, Ln., Tis. 2, & AL 
read yauifovra, fr. BDL & 8 curss., with 
several fathers: while Tis. 3 has restored t. rec., 
having come round to the very view I have ever 
taken. After an extensive preliminary inquiry, 
with a view to lay down what roe was 
adopted in each of the three lel Gospels, he 
evinces that éxyumit., in the pass., of Matt., 
is far best attested, adding ‘“‘ et eo magis reti- 
nendum est, haar sit antiquorum auctoritate 
[haud] plane desertum.” 

After dyys\or Tis. 3 has restored rou Oeov, 
wh. he had, with Ln., expun on slender 
authority, namely BD 509, with 7 Ital. copies 
& Orig., and in opposition to internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the two words were more likely to be 
removed as thought unnecessary and not found in 
|| Mk., than to have been added fr. Lk. xii. 8, 
9, 10, where see note. 

Before ovpave Tis., Ln., & Al. subjoin re, 
fr. BL & 6 curss. in the closest connexn [add 
Lam. 1187 & Scr. p,z]. But the external tes- 
timony is insufficient, aud internal evidence 
equally balanced, inasmuch as while ro may 
seem required by the rov before Qeov, yet ovp. 
without + is confirmed by Mk. xiii. 32, ovdé 
ol ayyerAor iv ovpavy. 

35. Tis. has now restored xal Aéywv, which 
he had, with Ln., expunged, on very slender 
authority, and against internal evidence, since, 
as he now sees, the words were far more likely 
to be removed than inserted by critics. Besides, 
as Tis. evinces, our evangelist .is accustomed 
with épwray and dep. to conjoin Aéywo. 

38. I still decline receiving 7 before ueydAn, 
adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. BDLZ & 9 curss., 
because (besides the slender external authority 
for it being confined to one small class) it is dis- 
countenanced by internal evidence, since it is far 
easier to account for its being brought tn, than 

out: and the evidence of ancient verss., such 
as the Syr., It., & Vig., is, in a case like this, of 
very slender weight. Those translators might 

ress the sense contained in 7 even though it 
was not in their copies, as being implied, there 
being here one of those superlatives (treated of 
by Mr. Green, N. T. Dial. 177 8q.) ‘‘ whose 
intrinsic signification is such that the article is 
legitimately associated with them, but at the 
same time not essentially necessary for perspi- 
cuity; nor is the intended sense impaired or 
obecured by its absence.” Among his exx. Mr. 
Green adduces this very passage and 1 Joh. ii. 
18, icyatrn Soa icriv. 

40. For 6 vou. xai ol wpod. xpén., Ln., Tis, 
& Al. read, fr. BDLZ 33, 6 vou. xpipara: cai 
ol wpop.—a very 5 apes reading, but prob. 
only a crit] emendn by a corrn of order. 

44. The 6 before xvpros is cancd by Tis. 2 & 
Al., fr. DZ; but restored in Tis. 3, who justifies 
this by an able note. 

As respecte the readin 
woddtoy, adopted by Tie. 


iwroxato, for vwo- 


Al., Tam still dis- 
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inclined to receive it, though it has the support 
of BDGLZYA & 25 cursas. (exclus. of ; 
1177—93 & Scr. x, copies of very ancient text), 
because, if even the external evidence were far 
weightier than it is, trternal is adverse, inasmuch 
as Uwox. seems a mere critl correcn, not indeed 
of diction, since bwroxatra tay wrodwy is not 
found in the class. writers, nor even in the 
Sept., but it occurs elsewh. in N. T. at Matt. vi. 
11, Heb. ii. 8, Rev. xii. 1, and was prob. intro- 
duced here and || Mk. xii. 36 by critics as seem- 
ing more suitable. In short, it is far leas likely 
that Matt. & Mk. (not Lk. xx. 43, though even 
there D and its fellow-copies obtrude it) should 
have chosen to vary fr. the Sept. & Hebr. so un- 
necessarily, than that a few ancient critics, etum- 
bling at so irregular an expression, should have 
akon themselves to remove the anomaly by 

apting the expression to Heb. ii. 8, where see 
note. 

46. For avrw dwoxp., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
dwoxp. avr., fr. BDKLZA & 30 curss. [add 
Lam. 528, 1175, 79, 87, Scr. 1, m, n, w, y, z, 
and a few ancient Mus. copiea (including the 
Burley MS. omd by Wets.)) : but there is not 
sufficient authority to warrant its reception, since 
internal evidence is almost equally balanced, 
though rather in favour of dwoxp. avre. 


XXIII. 1. Tis. 3 cancels 6 before "Ine., fr. 
BV and, he says, a few . Ican find none 
exc. the v and x of Matth., authority very insuffi- 
cient, espec. since the 6 was far more likely to 
have been omitted than tnserted, when placed, as 
here, before the verb. Tis. remarks that “the 
absence of 6 before Inc. is rare in Matt., though 
freq. in Joh., and therefore ought to be re- 
tained, unless there be any suspicion of error.” 
But how are we to know when that absence 
arises fr. the choice of the evangelist, and when 
fr. the negligence of scribes or the arlitrium of 
capricious critics? Here, of course, external 
authority, as consisting in number of ancient 
and correctly written MSS., ought to be para- 
mount; and therefore the 6 must be retained. 

3. For dy, Tis. edits%av, fr. EGLMUVZA 
and about 60 cursives [to wh. I can add all the 
Lam. MSS. but 2, almost all the Scr., and 
most of the Mus. copies}, and, considering that 
internal evidence is in its favour, it is worthy of 
adoption. I am quite of the same opinion as to 
the authenticity of rnpeiv, whose absence in 
only BDLZ & 3 curss., most nearly allied to 
them, I have fully accounted for. As to the 
reading just before, adopted by Lan., Tis., & Al. 
Wowmoate kai Typete, that rests only on BDLZ 
1, 124, 209, and arose fr. the same cause as the 
other, ertt. correcn—effecting, however, no sm- 
provement, since thus the words xal rnpsiv 
would be useless; whereas according to the 
ordinary position, the 2nd term would be tnten- 
stve, q. d. Mind ye and observe them, equiv. to, 
So mind as to observe them. 

4. I am still of the same opinion as to the 
falsity of the reading dé for yap, wh. arose fr. 
critics stumbling at the tautologous repetition of 

ap, and their ignorance of the connexion : and 
{ so think the same as to the authenticity of 
the words «al dvaBaor., which were doubtless 
accidentally omitted in the ancient original of 
the three MSS. which alone are without the 
words, where they were lost by their forming 
one line in the very ancient archetype (written 
doubtless in very narrow columns) ; and homao- 
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teleuton was prob. the occasion of the omission. 
Tis. has now restored the words. 

5. As respects the authenticity of rév inarlov, 
there was good reason why here, ae well as in 
the other s where the term «xpaow. 
occurs in the N. T., the addition should be made, 
since, considering the rare occurrence of the word, 
and its being used in three ways, the addition 
may justly be supposed to have been made for 
perspicuity’s sake. 

6. For @iAovai ra, Ln., Tis., & Al. read mid. 
é2, fr. BDKLM%A & 20 curss. [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 77, Scr. p, w, x, Mus. 5540, 5431, 11838, 
16943, 17470, & Cov. 1, omd by Mill], all of an- 
cient text, and wh. may be the true reading, but 
more proby a critl alteration to exclude a particle 
no where else occuring in the evangelists, and to 
bring in the more usual 6. The same applies 
to three other alterations of other particles, 
which circumstance casta a shade over the dé. 
That the re connexive should have been used 
once in the Gospels involves no improbability, 
since so unusual an idiom was sure to be stum- 
bled at by Alexn critics, and replaced by the ordi- 
2 article. 

A . Here and at the other 14 passages where 
‘Papi occurs, Tis. edits ‘Paffel, wh. in all of 
them has place in B and uniformly in other 
uncials, more or less, averaging 6 or 7, though 
rarely any cursives, and when they do occur, 
only the most ancient copies, as Lam. 1193, or, 
at least, of most ancient text, as Scr. x, Lam. 
528, Mus. 5468. However, it doubtless occurs 
in many more curses. than the collations recog- 
nize, since the older collators regularly omit such 
varieties of reading, or rather spelling. Besides 
the above oxternal internal evidence is quite in 
favour of ‘Paffel, as confirmed by the Heb. 
‘35, my master, wh. is best represented by -es. 


It cannot have arisen by itacism, since it occurs 
in MSS. by no means itacistic. Accordingly I 
would now adopt it into my text regularly. 

8. On reconsidering the question as to reading 
here, I am less inclined to maintain the authen- 
ticity of t. rec. éy rots ovpavots, and am ready 
to admit that 6 ovpdvos may proby be the true 
reading, though occurring only in BL 33, 69, 124, 
238, Basil, & Cyr. The expression 6 éy ois 
ovpavois is indeed, as Tis. says, very frequent 
in this Gospel, yet only once, he observes,—at vii. 
1],—-have any notable codd. substituted 6 ovpa- 
veos, which accordingly to disturb here would 
hardly be justifiable. 

10. At the 2d clause of this verse Ln., Tis., & 
Al. edit sTs yap buay 6 xad. tort, els 6 ypio- 
vés, fr. BDGL 1, 33, 124, 26 Ev., 47 Ev. [I add 
Scr. x], with It. & Vig. vv. But the occurrence 
of 5 or 6 other readings casts a shade on this, 
and forbids any change of text, espec. on such 
insufficient authority ; whereas the t. recept. has 
internal evidence of genuineness in its simplicity, 
and is confirmed by strong authority and the 
Pes. Syr. vers. 13 seq. 

13. On further consideration of the awkward 
question as concerns the true fext, so perplexed 
in consequence of the ordinary one having, it 
should seem, from an early period got into con- 
fusion, I am now induced to adopt the view 
taken by Ln., Tis., & Al., in preference to that 
of Matth., Gr., & Sch., the latter as ea too 
much to be taken for ted. And to allege 
that the series of denunctatiuns, raXhaviopol, thus 
commences better, is a precarious ment capa- 
ble of being urged agatast, as well as for the 
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transposition of vv. 13 & 14. There is surely 
nothing at which one can take exception in the 
supposition that, as a consequence of the confusion 
into wh. the text had got, the ancient revisers, 
in order to put it in order, thought fit to intro- 
duce the portion oval tutv ye. nai ®ap.— 
mweptoa. xpiua, fr. Mk. xii. 40 & Lk. xx. 47, 
forming v. 13 of the ordinary text, only with the 
necessary accommodation to adapt it to the pre- 
. The removal of the portion in 

uestion rests on the authority of BDLZ 1, 28, 
43. 118, 208, 209, 346, the most ancient Lat. 
copies, & Orig. & Euseb. 

7. For adyid{wv, Lo., Tis., & Al. read 
a@ytdaoas, fr. BDZ, regarding t. rec. as “an 
alteration for simplicity,” and because used at 
v. 19. But the evidence of all the copies exc. 3, 
confirmed by all the verss., is not thus to be set 
aside on a mere surmise. It is far more probable 
that in those the reading arose fr. capricious 
critl correcn, perhaps suggested by some Italic 
copics. 

8. The éav for dv is now restored by Tis., 
who fully justifies the change back. 

19. T still retain uwepel «ai, internal evidence 
confirming the strongest external in their favour, 
inasmuch as it was far less probable that they 
should have been interpolated fr. v. 17 in all the 
copies exc. 5, than in those 5 to have been 
omitted for the purpose of removing a sort of 
tautology, and especy what was thought the 
needless repetition of a harsh term; wh., how- 
ever, has only, as I have shown, to be properly 
understood. Besides, the removal destroys the 
point inherent in the fine rhetorical uccumulatio, 
as in Aristoph. Nub. 398, o uwpe, od xai Kp. 6X. 
wai pinerce Nee ! 

. «arotxno. has been adopted by Tis., Al., & 
myself, on the strongest external evidence, all 
the uncials exc. 3 &, Tis. says, 10 curss., to wh. 
I can add all the Lam. exc. 1777, Ser. k, 1, m, 
0, 0, p q u, VY, ae Mus. 1810, 5540, 11838, 
15581, 16183, 16943, 17740, Cov. 1, et al. 


‘Karotxouvre was a mere crit] correcn suggested 


by the It. & Vig. verss., arising fr. a misunder- 
standing of the true force of the term xaroix. 
and the force of the aor. 1 here, on wh. I have 
fully treated. 

23. For rév sXeov, I would now, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., adopt +d iXzos, fr. BDL 83, 124 
(to wh. I can only add the archetype of Ser. y; 
though the copy has perhaps a 2nda manu 
éXaov), with Chrys., Cyr. sep., & Epiph., 
scanty external evidence, but compensated b 
internal, as will speer fr. notes supr. 1x. 13, xii. 7. 

After tavra, Ln., Tis., & Al. insert 62, fr. 
BCLKMA and, Tis. says, 30 curss. [add Lam. 
528, 1179, 92, Scr. w, x,z, Mus. 5540, 16943, et 
al.] But | still reject it, internal evidence being 
80 much inst it, inasmuch as it was more 
likely to be suserted by critics, who, not per- 
ceiving the force of the asynd., thought some 
particle wanted, than removed for no imaginable 
reason. : 

25. On reconsidering the much-debated ques- 
tion as to the true reading of the word wh. ter- 
minates this denunciation, 1 find some reason to 
doubt whether ddixiee for t. rec. dxpacias be 
the true reading. External evidence is indeed 
strongly in its favour, it being found in 9 un- 
cials and, Tis. says, 150 curss., to wh. I can add 
almost all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. But 
internal evidence ie not decidedly favourable. 
The existence of no lese than 4 var. lectt. doce 
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not necessarily show adix. to be the genuine 


one, on the (appa of its being a general term, . 
e 


for which critics thought a particular and 
definite one more suitable, q. d. wickedness in 
general, So Lam. 1175 has waons adic. But 
that rests on uo certain proof. It is quite as 
likely that of the 2 var. lectt., dxaYapoias and 
wovnpias are glosses on axpagias, a8 wAsovetias 
on adixlas is a mere critl correcn to introduce 
a@ more general term as suited to the context. 
On the whole, I now acquiesce in the t. rec. 
axpacias as the true reading,—on the txterpre- 
tation of which the difficulty here mainly hinges, 
It would seem that the term here designates that 
evil-digposedness which leads to rapacity and extor- 
tion, for the want of contro] over man’s natural de- 
sire of gain, 80 as to be nearly equiv. to wAsuvetia. 
And thie is confirmed by rovnpias in || Lk., wh. 
signifies lit. wicked disposition as to the rein- 
ing in of selfishness. And so d«paris is used 
in Anaxandr, iii. 197, 4, ed. Mein. Comp. also 
Tpémov wovnoia in Menander. This is further 
confirmed by Lk. xi. 39, yéues dpwayys xal 
wovnpias. Comp. 1 Cor. v. 8, xaxiae «al 
wovnoias, also, as the best comment on the pas- 
sage of Lk., wreovetiar, wmovnplar, in 
Rom. i. 29, wexAnpwpivo: adixia, wovnpla, 
wreovetia, where see note. 

26. Bor avrov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read avdrou, 
fr. BDE & 26 curse. {add Lam. 1188, Scr. k, 
y]: and Al. pronounces avréy an insertion to 
suit the insertion xai THs wapow., wh. he sup- 
poses was re fr. v.25. But the evidence 
that it is so is only D 1, 209, 21 Evang., It. a, © 
—next to nothing, and opposed by internal evi- 
dence, since it is more likely to have been re- 
moved as an unn repetition of a word 
condemned by the Atticists. The avrou was a 
mere crit] correcn to match the removal of«. 7. ra- 
pov., and it cannot be denied that the critics have 
on this v. not a little improved the sae pale 

28. For peorol tore, tore p. is by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCDL & 7 curss. [add Ser. x} 
The t, rec. may have been a mere traneposn for 
euphony ; but that it should have come into all 
the MSS: exc. 1], is far leas likely than that in 
thoee 1] the transpn was accidental. 

30. For xow. avt., avr. xow. adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & AL, fr. BD 1, 13, 69, 124, 209, is 
proby a mere correcn of positn by critics. 

34. The «al before the Ist && avréy is cancd 
by Tie. & Al., fr. BMA & 13 curss.; but it can- 
not well be dispensed with, and was prob. ex- 
punged by critics for the purpose of improving 
the composition by the removal of one of the 
several xai's overburdening the sentence. 

35. For éxxuvopu., éxyuvvou. is ed. here & 
xxvi. 28, Mk. xiv. 24, & Lk. xxii. 20, xi. 50, by 
La., Tis., & AL, fr. 5 or 6 uncials and a few 
curss, (to wh. I can add only Lam. 528, Scr. w, & 
Scr.],oin || Lk.) But it introduces a form of wh. 
I do not find the slightest vestige either in the 
class. writers or in the Sept., and it would seem 
to be one of the many barbarisms wh. occur w 
and down in the MAS. arising fr. the scribes, an 
in the present case arising prob. fr. the spelling 
peur adapted to the pronunciation. 

- The S7: has been inserted by Matth., Gr. 
& Sch., fr. 12 uncials and, Tis. reckons, 156 
curss., besides nearly all the Lam. & Scr., and 4 
of the best Mus. copies. But internal evidence 
does not confirm strong external; and hence I 
now with Ln., Tis, & Al. in excluding 
what I before inserted in small characters, . 
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37. For éwicuy. Spy., Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
Spy. imceo., fr. BOCDKL & 7 curns. [add Scr. o]; 
they regarding t. rec. as a tran But the 
other reading may as well have been such; and 
cateris par. the alteration of order was more 
likely to occur in the smaller number than the 
larger, as Tis. now sees, who has restored t. rec. 

bs Epnuos bs for reasons Mer I nate own 
at e, wrongly expun by Ln. here and at 
Lk. xu. 33. ‘Ih ibe Ges neal evidence 
justly weighed is quite in favour of the word. 


XXIV. 1. For éwop. dwo rr. iep., L., T. 2, 
& Al., read gwd tov lep. éwop., fr. BDLA & 20 
cursives, with the Vulg. and some other verss. 
But, as Tis. remarks (who now restores the 
t. rec.), “had that order of the words been the 
original one, who would have disturbed it?” 
For to suppose, with Al., that “the t. rec. was a 
correction to avoid ££ «A.—aw6o,” is to suppose 
that all the copies exc. a few were corrected in 
utter ignorance of the true constrn, The best 
mode of rendering is: “ And Jesus having gone 
forth from [the apartment where he had delivered 
the foregoing addreas], was departing out of the 
temple, just leaving its precincts when,” &c. 

2. I am still of the same opinion as to the 
reading 6 d¢ awoxp. for 6 dé ‘I. elawe, adopted 
by L., T., & A., fr. BDL and 6 or 7 cursives in 
the closest connexion with D. It were vain to 
urge that awoxp. might mean simple address, 
since in Mud. it always means answer to a 
question. 

Tis. 3 now restores t. rec. wavra TavTa on 
good grounds confirmed by internal evidence, 
which howr might have occurred to him before, 

3. The ris Lefore cuyrsi. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., but on insufficient authority, though 
internal evidence is in favour of the removal, it 
being more likely to have been added than re- 
m It is absent at another passage, supr. 
xiii. 39, in all the copies exc. a very few of little 
weight, and so at xxviii. 20; in a/l at Heb. ix. 
26. And this idiom is admesstble, inasmuch as 
cuvt. fulld by rou ulwyvos is one of those words 
wh., as Mr. Green observes, while they properly 
have the art., yet on account of the intrinsic 
familiarity of the idea oft throw it off, in con- 
sequence of constant occurrence in the speech of 
ordinary life, without the sacrifice of perspicuity. 

7. The words «ai Ao:uol are cancd by Ln., 
Tis. 2, & Al., fr. BDE 1 & 3 curss. {add Scr. P 
1]; though Tis. 3 restores them, rightly, since 
internal evidence is the farthest from counter- 
balancing the deficiency of external. The two 
words were removed by critics who thought they 
involved something overcharged, and which, not 
being in || 7&., might be dispensed with. But 
see my note there. 

15. I still retain, with Ln. & Tis., éoros, for 
wh. several uncial and most curs. . have 
éorws. But éords is found in B}D'IFGHVA 
&, Tis. says, 30 curss., exclusive of 20 Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies, and internal evidence is in 
its favour, since éorws oral fr. aos) is more 
rightly regarded by Tis. 3 as an emendn of the 
leas usual form éords, than éords is considered 
by Al. as “a grammatical corrn, in ignorance that 
éores is neuter.” . 

17. After dou: I would now read ta, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 13 uncials and nearly half 
of the curs. MSS., to wh. I can add all the Lam., 
Mus., & Scr. copies, together with some fathers. 

20. é» before caf. is cancd by La., Tis., & 
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AL, fr. BKSUVA &, Tis. says, 150 curss., to 
wh. I can add nearly all the Lam , Scr., & Mus. 
copies. It is proé., but not certainly, the true 
reading ; tnternal evidence being rather in favour 
of év oaff., from its Hellenistic idiom. Yet 
the éy is occasionally dispensed with by Matt. & 
es and prob. Mk. (see iii. 4), though not by 
John. 

27. The 2d «al is cancd by Lo., Tis, & Al., 
fr. almost all the uncials and, Tis. says, 70 
curss., to wh. I can add nearly all the Lam. & 
Scr., and all the best Mus. copies; and, con- 
sidering its presence in many passages eleewh.— 
whence it may have been tnserted—I would now 
bracket the word; and were the evidence for its 
absence stronger, I would do 80 also at v. 37. 

28. Tis. has now restored yap (wh. he had, 
with Ln. & Al., expunged), fr. BDL & 5 curss. 
[add Scr. H 2], remarking that many critics 
stumbled at the particle on account of the same 
having immediately preceded, and accordingly, 
in order to remove the tautology, some expunged 
the yap, while others, as appears fr. the Syr., 
altered it to d2, a8 they have oft done elsewh. 
Moreover, while there was no particular reason 
why they shd have brought in the yap here, there 
was much why they should have erciuded it. 

30. Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. expunge tre before 
obp., fr. BL: hut Tis. 3 restores harpt pro- 

rly, since the deficiency of external authority 
is not helped out by internal evidence, the word 
being far less likely to be introduced into all the 
copies exc. 2, than to have been expunged be- 
cause seeming superfluous, and discountenanced 
by the absence of the art. at weed. in || Mk. & 


35. I am now inclined to adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., for wapeAsvoovra, -cerat, fr. 
BDL and not a few curss., exclus. of Lam. 1188, 
Scr. v,z, P, H!. It might, indeed, seem that 
wapeXevoovra: came fr. || Matt. & Lk., yet the 
reading there varies; and while wapeXtvcovrar 
may have come fr. Lk., 80 wapseXevoerTa: may 
have come fr. Mk. 

36. r7* before Spas is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. 11 uncials and, Tis. says, 110 curss., to 
wh. I can add nearly all the Lam. & Scr. copies, 
and several Mus. copies. But I am inclined to 
think that the art. (wh Bp. Middl. regards as 
4 oe al by propriety,” and, 1 wd ada, called 
for by the deep grasa 4 of the occasion), was 
written both by Matt. here and Mk. in the 
a pass.; though, as coming after r7¢ just 

fore, it was passed over by the scribes as un- 
necessary, being implied in exeivne. 

As respects the removal of the pov after 
watnp by Gr. & Ln., and of pow povoe by Tis., 
the latter must have been excluded from mis- 
conception. Tis., ed. 3, has now restored both, 
pamene out how easily the wov might be inad- 
vertently omitted, though to remove it would 
be very uncritical, inasmuch as this use of wou 
after warijp is (so I have shown by many exx.) 
frequent in Matt., though rarely occurring in 
Lk., and never in Mk. 

40. For dvo écovra:, Ln. & Al. read go. do, 
fr. B 102 & Scr. p, and 2 MSS. of Vig.: but 
Tis. retains gvo go., very properly, since exter- 
nal authority demands, and internal evidence 
permits this reading, fr. the greater likelihood 
that go. dvo0 should lave arisen fr. accident, than 
that évo go. should, as Al. supposes, have been 
entoanees {into all the copies exc. 3] fr. Lk. 
XVil. J4, 
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The 6 before efs, in each clause, is cancd by 


‘Ln. & Tis., fr. BDIL & 20 curss. [add Lam. 


1175 & 1255), but without reason, since internal 
evidence is against the removal, which may 
justly be thought, as it is by Al., a critl correcn 
to suit uia—ia in the next verse. 

41. For pide, Ln., Tis., & Al. read pire, 
fr. BEFGIKSUVA & 20 cures, [add Lam. 1176, 
1188, 1192, 1255, Scr. h, 0, p, u. w, Mus. 5540, 
11838], Cov. 1, om. by Mill, and No. 44 (De 
Missy 1), om. by Wets. Al. pronounces 
mideov a gloss on pide. It may be such: but 
it requires proof that udAos was ever used to 
denote a mill-house. Insomuch that one may 
well suspect that wide arose fr. error of scribes, 
who passed over, because they could not de- 
cipher, the abbrevn for »: written above. Such 
instances of words left incomplete from that 
cause are not rare, as Tis. seems aware, and ac- 
corey he now restores pdAw. 

42. For wpa, Tis. & Al. read tyuioa, fr. 
BDLA & 7 curss. [add Lam. 1187]: but it 
seems merely a correction of critics, who knew 
not the extent of signifn in Spa, and that it is 
often synonymous with jpuépa. See note supr. 


xviii. 1. 

44. For 7 wp. ob dox., L., T., & A. read ¥ ob 
éox. Spa, fr. BDL 102 & Vig. But the autho- 
rity is very insufficient, and not compent&dted by 
internal evidence, since it is quite as likely that 
the latter reading arose from crit] emendn, to 
introduce a better collocation of words, than 
that the former should have been altered so 
causelessly, from {| Lk. in all the copies but 4. 

45. abou after xdp. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDL & 6 curss. [add Lam. 1187]. But 
the word was, I apprehend, in those 10 copies 
expunged for the pots of removing a tautology. 
For Oapaweias, Ln., Tis., & Al. read olxerelas, 
fr. BILA & 6 curss., supposing Oep. introduced 
fr. || Lk. It may have been such, but, from the 
scantiness of proof, it is far more prob. that ole. 
came fr. the scholiasts; and it occurs in several 
copies at Lk.: and in each passage the term 
might be thought to need explanation. Cer- 
tainly Oepamwela was as likely to be used by 
Matt, as by Lk., since it occurs in the Sept, 
e. gr. Gen. xlv. 16, éxdpn Dapaw Kal 4 Oepa- 
wela avrou, and in Jos. Ant. iv. 6.4, ody Oepa- 
weia Baridixy. 

. For wowovvra obres, Tis. & Al. read 
obr. wot., fr. BOCDIL & 12 cures. [add Lam. 
1187, 88, 89, Scr. z], the t. rec. being, as at aoc. 
ol. v. 45, supposed to be derived fr. {| Lk. But 
in the former pews it is highly improbable 
that so minute an alteration should have come 
into all the copies exc. a very few; and as to the 
latter, it is true that some weighty uncials, with 
several ancient curss. [add Lam. 1188, Scr. y] 
have oirwe wor. But one cannot imagine that 
a change so slight would be made in either 
direction. 

48. For 6 «vp. pov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read you 
6 xuo., fr. BCDL & 5 curss. (add Lam. 1187] 
—insufficient authority, and that not compen- 
sated by internal evidence. The t. rec. may 
have been brought in fr. || Lk.: but the other 
may have been an altern of Alexandn critics, 
who oft introduce this collocation, as if there 
were a special dignity init. But were it even 
so, that would here be out of place. 


XXV. 1. For t. rec. airwy here and at v. 7, 
Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. éavra», fr. BDL & 124. 
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But the authority is insufficient, and open to the 
objection that it introduces a sense (namely, 
“their own”) wholly unsuitable. As respects 
avrwy, it may have been an error of the scribe 
for avtwy, but rather a Hellenistic idiom for 
aitey, such as oft occurs in N. Test. & Sept. 
Thus in the pure Greek, wherever a reflexive 
sense is required by the context, éavrou, or at 
least avrouv, should written, and vice versé 
a’rov where that sense is not called for. See 
note on Joh. ii. 24. 

For d&wavrnow, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
Uwavrt., fr. BC & 1—a slenderness of authority 
not counterbalanced by internal evidence, since 
it is very improbable that Uwavr. should have 
been, as Alf. pronounces, aJtered to da. fr. v. 6 
in all the copies exc. 3, and this Tis. 3 now admits 
by restoring dwdvr. and remarking that we 
must not exclude aw. fr. the text of N. T. unlese 
where destitute of good evidence of authenticity. 

2. al is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al, but 
restored by Tis. 3—rightly, since it is far easier 
to account for its being omitted than t 
As respects the tion, £E avtawv qoay, found 
in the same MSS. and ed. by Tis. & Al., it is 
now discarded in Tis. 3; and the commonly re- 
ceived order of the words restored, the other 
being pronounced a manifest correction. As 
regards the permutation of places in the next 
words, ert and powpai, adopted by Ln., 
Tis. 2, & Al., fr. those same MSS., it is now 
with reason rejected by Tis., and the ordinary 
collocation restored. 

4. The lst a’rwy is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & 
Al., fr. BDLZ & 3 curses. fi add Mus. 16943] : 
but now restored by Tis. 3, very properly, since 
internal as well as external evidence is quite in 
favour of the word, for (as Tis. points out) in 
consequence of there being 2 avrisy's the critics 
stumbled at the tautology, and removed, some 
the former avréy, others the latter; others, 


again, both. 

6. I still retain gpysrac, found in all the 
MSS. exc. 6, confirmed by both Syriac verss. 
and all the Ital. exc., say the editors, Germ. 
1 est: ventte exite. But in fact that forms no 
exception, since the words are corrupt, and the 
true reading is: ast (for adest) venit, exite. It 
is very improbable that this s um, a8 
Al. calls it, but which is rather a Hellenistic 
Sulness of expression (with which comp. Mk. v. 
22, l8ob ipyxetrai ris: Rev. i. 7, ido épyerac), 
should have crept into all the copies but 6. 

9. I am now yet more persuaded of the 
genuineness of the dé after wopsvecbe, espy 
since internal evidence is rather in its favour, 
it being far less likely to have been tnserted than 
removed, for the purpose of preventing three 2's 
occurring in little more than one vorse. This is 
confirmed by the third é2 being, as Tis. now 
sees (who has, ed. 3, restored it), put ont by 
other critics. 

13. The words évy j—épyera:, wh. I have 
brackd, are not in ABCDXA and above 20 
curss., exclus. of Lam. 528, 1187, Scr. k, o, w, 
Mus. 5540, and internal evidence is against their 
authenticity, since they were more likely to be 
inserted, namely, fr. swpr. xxiv. 42, 44, chan ex- 
el . For loys Tis. 3 edits foy., fr. DL [add 
B) & Lam. 1189]. The same form occurs in D 
at Mk. xiv. 6 & Hebr. xi. 33, but not, as far as 
I know, in any other MSS. ; though Tis. 3 ad- 
duces B elsewhere. But this form of augment, 
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andy, proved to exist, from a Gk. grammirian 
in Cramer’s Anecd. iv. 412, and also, Bays 
Dindorf in Steph. Thes. in voc., occurring in 
one MS. at Demosth., p. 301, 15, and several 
Gr. inecriptions ap. Boeckh.; yet, as it never 
occurs in the Sept., and perhaps never in the 
early class. writers, would seem to heave been 
ene of such very late Greek as likely to be 
brought in by the scribes. 

17. The words xai adrds are cancd by Ln. & 
Tis. 2, fr. BCL & 3 curss. [add Lam. 1187], 
but restored in Tis. 3—very properly, since it is 
evidently a mere crit. correcn to more concise 

ression. 

. Tis. has now restored, bere and at v. 22, 
éx’ avvois, wh. he had, with Ln., cancd, fr. BL 
& 7 cures. [add Lam. 528]—very properly, since 
internal evidence confirms overwhelming exter- 
nal amen in favour of t. rec., for why should 
the words have been added? whereas why re- 
moved, is easy to see. It is not, as Al. supposes 
(who now also restores them), that they were 
difficult, but (to the critics) troublesome and ob- 
noxious, as not agreeable to the norma scribends ! 
Hence, as Tis. remarks, ‘‘ vel scribendo éwexép- 
énaa compenserunt, vel emendarunt iv avtoie 
vel prorsus omtserunt.” 

21. d& after Zpn is abs. in 8 uncials and 50 
curss., exclus, of Lam. 1175, 78, 87, 88, 89, 92, 

> 


93, Ser. k, p, x, y, z, H, Mus. 5731, 1810, 18211 
16943, 17982, and is with reason cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al. 


22. I am now less inclined to defend the 
gonuinences of AaBuwy, since it may have come 

. the scholiasts; and to the ezternal evidence 
for its absence I can add Ser. p, w, & Mus. 5540. 

Ln., Tis., & Al. rightly reject the edye for t. 
r. ¥, found in A & Orig., with the It. & Vlg., 
and some fathers. But then why receive the 
same crit. emendn (for it is no more) at || Lk. 
xix. 17, fr. only BD, and in each case in opposi- 
tion to internal evidence ? 

27. For ovy oz, Tis. & Al. read ce ody, fr. 
BCL 33, 102 [I add Lam. 1187, Scr. y]; but 
wrongly, it being evidently a mere crit. emendn 
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29. The t. rec. awe dé rou un may be, as Ln., 
Tis., & Al. suppose, a correcn fr. || Lk. viii. : but 
the evidence that it ts so ay BDL and 
their uniform followers, 1, 33, 102, 124] is too 
scanty to warrant its adoption, wh. is forbidden 
by other reasons that I have adduced. 

32. For suvayx@nocerat, I would now, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., read -ovra:, fr. BDKL and, 
Tis. says, 80 eurss., exclus. of all the Lam. exc. 
1176 & 92, Scr. h, i, 4: r, 8, W, x, y, H%, P twice, 
z once, Mus. 5731, 1810, 11838, 10387, 14744, 
16469, 18211, Cov. 1, om. by Mill. 

36. I would now read #A@ars, from 
ABDEFGLA & 10 curaives, besides Lam. 
1177, 1189, Ser. y, z sem., L, P sem. 

37. For eldéouev, B & L have seidaney, 
mv fit by Ln., but not by T. & A., who never- 
theless receive the form at Mk. ii. 12, from CD, 
and at Lk. x. 24, from BCL & 33, but not at 
Acts vi. 15, where it is adduced only from A, 
though they do so at Acts ix. 35, from ABC, also 
at xl. 16, from AB. The form occurs in the 
Sept. at | Rege. x. 24 & 2 Regg., in B, and 
some other MSS., but not A. Since therefore 
the form eIéa occurs in ABCDL (twice) & 38, 
it seems to have been used by Matt., Mk., & 
Lk., and to have been a form of the Cilician and 
Syrian, and aleo of the Alexn Greek. 
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39. The t. rec. doOev7y may have come, as 
Tis. & Al. suppose, fr. v. 44, and doQevovrra, 
adopted by them, from BD & 3 curss., may be 
the true reading: but so may #oc8ev. have come 
fr. v. 36: and the absence of the regular followers 
of B & D may induce one to suppose so. 


XXVI. 8. adrot is cancd by La., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDL & 5 curss., with the It., Vig., Cop., 
& Sah. verss, But the external evidence is in- 
sufficient, and internal adverse, inasmuch’as the 
word was more likely to have been removed by 
the Alexn critics, than added by the scribes. 
See note supr. viii. 21. 

9. I have, with all the recent editors, added 
rots to the ordinary text, fr. 11 uncials and, Tis. 
says, 70 curss., exclus. of almost all the Lam., 
Scr., and Mus. copies. Internal evidence is, in- 
deed, almost equally balanced, since rote may 
have been because not in John, and 
it may have been added from Mk.: but in- 
ternal evidence must turn the scale in its favour. 

ll. For wavrors yap rods wr., tr. wT. yap 
adv. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. EFHM & 
60 curss., excl. of 25 of the best Lam., Scr., & 
Mus. copies. It may be the true reading, and 
the t. rec. derived fr. || Mk.: but it is more 
provane that the other reading came fr. || Joh. 
Xil. 6. 

15. For cay, xai éywo is ed. by Tis. & Al., 
fr. 9 uncials and very many cures., besides 20 of 
the best Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies; but it may 
confidently be pronounced not the true reading 
— if at least Tis. be right in saying, sepra xviii. 
33, that xal iy is oftener substituted for xdya 
than the reverse, referring to this pas 
Joh. vi. 44, 54, xiv. 16, 21, xvii. 11, 22. 

17. The disinclination I have expressed as to 
the cancelling of adrw is ratified by Tis., ed. 3, 
who remarks that “it is far more probable that 
avrw, as seeming abundare, should therefore 
have been omitted, than that it shoyld have been 
added by the librarii to the text.” 

20. After dedexa Lu. & Tis. 3 subjoin nad 
voy, fr. ADLM &, Tis. says, 12 curas., excl. of 
Lam. 528, 1177, Mus. 5540, Miss. 1, & Burl. 
MS., both omd by Wets. But the authority for 
this insertion is insufficient, and internal evi- 
dence rather against the word, wh. I still reject ; 
though the difficulty yet remains to account for 
its removal in all the copies but a few. 

22. I still continue, with L. & A., to reject 
the sls inserted by Tis., from CLZ & 102 [add 
Lam. 1178]. The chief ground, howr, of my 
exclusion is, that internal evidence is against it, 
from its seeming an addition fr. || Mk. To this 
Al. assente, remarking that the varieties arose 
from the introducing of the ele fr. Mk. to signify 
successive asking. Then avriy could belter be 
dispensed with. Whether the critics pur- 

osed to introduce such a sense, is more than 

93, Tia, 3 bes rejected the read 

. Tis. rejec e ing rhv yatpe 
by +e tevB., which he had, with el ein, ted, 
fr. ABDLZ & 5 curss.; while Al. 2 now adopts 
what before he had rejected. However, Tis- 
chendorf's rejection is more justifiable than 
Alford’s adoption, inasmuch as, observes Tia, 
“in promptu est hunc ordinem (that of ABDV) 
a visum esse.” 

26. rdy before &proy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BCDGLZ & 21 curss. [add Lam. 1178, 
Scr. m, q, r, y, Mus, 7741, 19387]. But it is re- 
tered by Tis. 2 & 3, and AL 2; and internal 
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evidenee calls for its retention, since it was less 
likely to be inserted than to be removed by those 
who could not understand the force of the art., 
and who wished to conform the text of Matt. 
to that of the other evangelists and St. Paul. 
I must still, on the same unds that I 
have already alleged, with Tis. 3, maintain the 
enuineness of t. rec. ebAoyneae, though svyap. 
is supported by all the uncials exc. 6 and, Tis. 
says, 130 curss., besides al] the Lam., all the 
Scr. MSS. exc. 4, and nearly all the Mus. MSS. 
of ancient text, amounting together to nearly 40 


copies. 

Be. The ydp is om. in above 30 cursives, 
besides Mus. 1176, Scriv. p, x, y, z, H, & Mus. 
17741. But it was prob. removed because not 
found in || Mk. & Lk.; though it would there 
be as uncalled for as it is here ired. The 
vo before rij¢ iscancd by L., T., & A., fr. BOLZ 
33, and the Cop. vers. But external authorit 
for this is utterly insufficient ; and internal evi- 
dence adverse, since the word was more likely 
to be omitted by accident than to have been 
interpolated in all the copies except 5. 

29. Or: is cancd by Tis. 3, fr. D1Z &7 curss., 
with the lt. & Vig., and some fathers. But 
internal evidence as well as external is quite in 
favour of the word, wh. was more likely to be 
omitted by accident in 9 copies & some verss. 
than to have been interpolated, as Tis. supposes, 
fe ioe The same applies to the || passage 
of Lk. 

31. Iam now inclined to receive, with L. & 
Tis, cracxopricOjcorra:, fr. ABCH*ILM 
and, Tis. says, 35 cursives, excl. of Lam. 1178, 

iv. i, q, r, 8, y, H, Mus. 17740, 182i], 
19387, et al. Internal evidence is in its favour, 
since the pats. being an Alex. Greek constrn, 
was more likely to be altered to the singular than 
the reverse. 

35. As respects the d2, which I admitted 
(but in small print),—though indeed it is sup- 
ported by 10 uncials and, Tis. says, 130 curss., 
almost all the Lam., Scr.,and Mus. copies,— 
it may have come fr. Mk. xiv. 31, however 
unlikely to have been introduced into so many 
copies. Strongly as the reading drapriicepac 
is sippores, it being found in 6 uncials and, 
says Tis., 70 curss., exclus. of some of the Lam., 
nearly all the Scr., and most of the Mus. copies, 
it is quite inadmissible. The constant varia- 
tion of reading as to the constrn arose fr. the 
ra wh. I have pointed out in note on Joh. 
xiii. 1. 

36. I'e8onu.] Though there is a remarkable 
variation of spelling in this name in the MSS. 

and that arising partly fr. itacism, and y fr. 

e negligence of scribes), yet that which I have, 
with Ln., Tis., and AL, adopted, fr. all the beat 
uncials, and very many curss. [besides several 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. regal pi oapaid with the 
Cop. and Sah. verss., is prob. the true reading. 
And though it is, fr. itacism, difficult to deci 
between the terminations —«: & —: in names of 
places, yet ancient evidence is quite in favour 
of —et. 

For gwe ob, Ln. & Al. read tes ob dv: Tis. 
2, from DKLM & 11 curse. {add Lam. 528, 
1179, Mus. 5540, 11838, et al.], dee dw; though 
in 3 ed. Tis. reetores t. rec. Yee ob, remarking 
that the dy arose fr. corrn, “‘ modo servato ov, 
modo omisso. Deinde alii ad Marci modum 
malebant gwe simplex.” Thus internal evidence 
coincides with external in favour of the t. rec. 
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For rpoced=. ixet, Ln., Tis. 2, and Al. adopt 
éxet wpoc., fr. BDL & 4 curss.: and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. to be “a transposition to avoid 
ambiguity.” But that so futile an alteration 
should have got into all the copies exc. 7 is in- 
credible: indeed, Tis. 3, who now restores the 
ordinary position, affirms that there was no cause 
why wpoc. should be transferred to after éixat. 
The alteration by transposn falls the other way ; 
and, as Tis. 3 has shown, came from those who 
thought that ixet belonged entirely to awsA Oe». 
In fact, the transposn was suggested by the It. 
and Vig. verses. 

38. Tis. has now admitted, with Gr., Sch., & 
myself, what he had before excluded, o Inc. after 
aétroic, fr. C9EFGHKMSUVA 22, 23, 131, 
157, 238, 262, and, as he reckons, 120 other 
curss. [I add all the Lam. exc. 1175, all the 
Scr., and many Mus. copies], confirmed by the 
It., Vlg., Cop., Sah., & Jat. Syr. vers., and like- 
wise by internal evidence, since, as Tis. observes, 
*“‘ there was no cause for adding” (nor are they 
added in || Mk. where they are weTeY but no 
little for removing, what had preceded at v. 36. 
‘* Ceterufin post avrote multo facilius omitteba- 
tur 6 "Ino. quam intrudebatur.” 

After 4 Yuy the pov of t. rec. is cancd by 
Tis. & Al. (not Ln.), fr. LA 1, 209, & 10 other 
eurss., It. a, & Vig. (Amiat.), & Orig. oft, and 
many other fathers,—authority insufficient, and 
not compensated by internal evidence, since it 
is less likely to have been interpolated (as Al. 
soppoecs) fr. v. 42, in all the copies exc. 14, than 
in those few to have been lost by inadvertence of 
scribes, as is the case even at v. 42 in some 
oot and also the Ital. a. 

. I would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
for wapedOérw, waps\Oérw, fr. ABCDILA 
2638, 124 (add Scr. x, P), confirmed by internal 
evidence, in the Alexandn character of the Greek. 
See note on Mk. xiii. 15. 

42. I cannot yet consent to expunge ré wrors- 
pov, for although external evidence is not in- 
considerable, ABCILA 1, 83, 102, & 10 other 
curse. [add Lam. 528, Scr. w, x], yet internal is 
unfavourable. The words may have been, as Al. 
su , “an addition fr. v. 39: but more 
probly expunged by critics to remove a tautology 
and promote compression; or they may have 
been lost owing to the variety of position in the 
words wh. occurs also in Lam. .1777, and Mus. 
17982, But the former ie the more probable, 
and is confirmed by the absence of rovvo, with 
the retention of +é wor., in V and a few curss. 
And when I consider that the above strong evi- 
dence to the genuineness of the words is con- 
firmed by the Pes. Syr., It., Vig., and Cop. 
verss., & Just. Mart., I cannot doubt that they 
were in the evangelist’s autograph. As to én’ 
&uov, though absent only fr. BDL & 4 curss. 
{add Scr. H, P, Z, & the Leic. MS. (teste Scriv.)], 
yet internal evidence is so strongly against them, 
that I would now bracket them. Their 
absence fr. the Pes. Syr., It., Vulg., & A&th. verss., 
and the citations of Orig. & Euseb., strongly con- 
firm the external evidence against them. 

43. I cannot yet receive, with Ln. & Tis., the 
transposn of wadw to after idGcdy, though based 
on considerable authority (to which I could add 
7 Lam. & Scr. copies), it being, as Al. has seen, 
an alteration of critics, not knowing that b 
Matthew's usage, wéAww is to be taken wit 
aa@esd. See supraiv.7. I am now more dis- 
posed to receive, with Ln., Tis., & Al., sdpav, 
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fr. 8 uncials & many curss., to wh. I could add 
8 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies: but internal 
evidence does not confirm external, since it is 
less likely that etpioxae should bave been an 
altern of stpey to match edplona: at v. 40, than 
that edpey should have been brought in fr. || Lk., 
to introduce a variation of expression. 

44, For dwedOav wad, Ln. & Tis. read wé- 
Aw awed., fr. BCDIL 1, 33, 124, 157, 209 [add 
Lam. 1177, Scr. y], insufficient authority, as not 
confirmed by internal evidence. 'Ex rpivov, 
expunged by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. ADK & 6 
cures. and Ital. a, b [add Lam. 1177, 79, 528, & 
Scr. y], is now restored by Tis., on the just 
ground that it has not the least appearance of 
originating in critl correcn. And he ably points 
out how it came to be expunged. 

45. I cannot yet consent to expunge, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., avrow after ua. The authority is 
indeed ’ le, namely, ABCKLMA & 20 
curss. {add Lam. 528, 1177, 79, & Scr. p}; but 
not competent, internal evidence being adverse, 
for oe which will appear fr. note supr. 
viii. 2). 

48. For &v, I would now read, with Tis. 3, 
édy, fr. 9 uncials & 40 curss., exclus. of 23 Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies. 

50. ig’ 6 (which I have adopted, with L., 
T., & A.) is not only supported by txdernal evi- 
dence in its Hellenistic character, but by a 
external authority, as being found in nearly al 
the uncials and, Tis. states, 50 curss., besides 
nearly all the Lam., and the most ancient Scr. 
& Mus. copies. 

52. Tis, 3 restores t. rec. cov r}y wéy., which 
he had, with L. & A., altered to Thy may. co 
fr. BDL & 8 curss. [add Lam. 1178, Mus. 1816 
5731, 17982}; but in opposition to internal evi- 


dence. 
53. For wdslovs, Ln., Tis., & Al. read, fr. 
BD, wdAsic, a readin of course which, if to be 


adopted, must rest almost entirely on internal 
evidence, which is pleaded for it, on the ground 
that wAslove may be a correction for greater 
plainness. Yet an idiom so peculiar as is in- 
volved in wAsieo cannot have come from the 
evangelist, who would not be likely to know it, 
but who may, however, have written 2\sioy 
(mistaken for wAelw by careless scribes), which 
would make all right; and indeed the two words 
are confounded by scribes, of which see exx. 
adduced in Steph., Thes. p. 7858, C, ed. Valpy. 
The 4 just after, cancd by Tis. & Al. from 
BDL, might well be lost by accident, or re- 
moved by the critics, who wrote wAziw, though 
when lost or removed, other critics (as in A 
& 33) altered the accusatives into genitives. 
That the above reading arose from correction to 
classical constrn, will a from Lobeck on 
Phryn., p. 410, where he shows that “when a 
number follows the above use of wAXeToy (or as 
in the old Attic wAsie) the 4 is omitted (as in 
the Latin quam after plus), and the number re- 
mains unchanged, or if it be declinable, and in 
the accus., it oft pasees into the gentt.” Such is 
the Attic and pure Greek peak. Very different 
is the Hellentstic, found in the N. T. and the 
Sept. Comp. Jonas iv. 12, woAswe—iv § xar- 
oxovers wAslous } swHdexa pupiades avOpeu- 
wwv. In short, the text of Tis. and Al. presents 
by the removal of 4 (which Ln. prudently re- 

: such a harsh and anomalous constrn as 
could never have come from the evangelist. 

55. For éf9A@ere, GEG AO a ve edd. by La. 
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& Tis., fr. most of the best uncials, and not a 
few ancient curss., J find in Lam. 1177, 89, & 
Scr. x,y, P. It is prob. the genuine reading. 
After xa0’ tuipav, the words wpds uae are 
canced by Tis. & Al., fr. BL & 2 curss., together 
with the Cop. & Sah. veres., and Cyril, but re- 
tained by Ln., rightly, since it is less prob. that 
they should have been tnferpolated, fr. || Mk., 
in all the copies but 4, & the Syr., It., & Vig. 
verss., than have been omitted in so few copies 
by the variety of position both of the words 
themselves, and of others in the sentence. 

59, The words «ai ol wpecf. are now restored 
by Tis. 3 (who had, as also Ln. & Al. 2, ex- 
punged them), fr. BDL & 2 curss., with the 

op., Sah., Arm., & It. verss., and he fully 
justifies that course. 

60. I am now not so certain as heretofore of 
the genuineness of \Wrevdonaprupes (wh. I would 
now bracket). It is well remarked by Tis., 
“* Addiderunt Wevdoudpt. quum et ipsi perver- 
tentes rem falsi testes exstitissent; alius male- 
bat simplex udprvpes.” The airdy after olx. is 
cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. B & 4 curss., with Orig. ; 
but retained by Ln.; which is justified by the 
insufficiency of the authority for the removal ; 
though internal evidence is rather against it. 
It may have been added fr. Joh. ii. 19, though it 
may have been removed because involving some 
inelegance of style, and not found in |j Mk. 

65. Src after Ady is cancd by L., T., & A., 
fr. B(not C)DLZ & 102. But tnternal evidence 
here confirms external authority in favour of the 
word, which cannot be supposed to have been 
interpolated in all the copies but four. The 
Sri recitativum is very often omitted by scribes, 
or expunged by critics. See supra, ix. 18, xx. 
12, xxi. 16, xxviii. 13, Mk. i. 40, iii. 11, v. 
23, 28, 35, vi. 16 & 18, vii. 6, ix. 11 & 38, xi. 
23, Lu. i. 61, xvii. 16 bis, Joh. iv. 53, v. 24, 
vii. 31, viii. 33, ix. 23, x. 7, xii, 34, xviii. 6, et 
alibi sepiss., in almost all which passages the 
word following is Aéyse or alwsiv. Tis. is the 
less to be excused for his critical lapse here, 
since in very many passages of his 3d ed. he has 
restored this or: recitaticum, so constantly ex- 
cluded by Ln. and Al. After Brac®., L., T., 
& A. expunge a’rov, fr. BDLZ 102: but it was 
rather removed in those 5 copies because thought 
unnecessary, and not in || Mi, where, however, 
it is added in 8 copies. The case comes under 
the same category as that supr. viii. 21, where 
see note. 

67. For éspamicay, Ln., Tis., & Al. write 
épax., fr. ACDIL &, says Tis., many curss. ; 
but I find scarcely any noted by the editors. I 
can, however, adduce Lam. 538, 1189, 93, Ser. 
X, y, Z once,—copies of very ancient text. The 

uliarity of idiom is one worthy of attention, 
ut does not make the reading entitled to 
adoption. 

69. For é&w ixdO., ixad. Z&w is edd. by Tis. 2 
& Al., fr. BULZ & 5 curss.; but the t. rec. is 
with reason restored in Tis. 3, who compares 
xii. 47, where many copies have é&w éori con- 
formed to v. 46. 

70. Tis. has in ed. 3 restored the avtay before 
wdavtwy, wh. he had before, with Ln. & Al., 
rejected : and I am now disposed to admit it, in 
consideration of the very strong external evi- 
dence for it, wh. may be rated at nearly 140 
MSS., besides most of the Lam., Scr., and Mus. 
copies, amounting to upwards of 30 more. In- 
deed, from the state of the case, if would seom 
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that internal evidence is rather in favour of the 
word, which cannot be, as Al. avers, “ an a- 
natory addition not needed.” The readings 
wdvTeyv without aitay and avtwy without 
mdyrev were only two ways of relieving the 
fancied pedunceney 

75. The rou before "Incow is cancd by Ln. & 
Al., fr. ABCDEFGXA & 60 curss. [add 26 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies}—authority sufficient 
to justify the bracketing of the word (as a gram- 
matical corrn). 


XXVII. 2. Ai’rdy after dvicavres is cancd 
by Tie. & Al., fr. BCKL & 3 curss. [add Lam. 
528, Scr. p, y, P once, Mus. 11836): but is re- 
stored in Mie 3—with reason, since tnlernal evi- 
dence, as well as external, is quite in favour of 
the word, it being, as he observes, far more pro- 
bable “ut abundans omissum esse, quam a 
ecribis invectum,” espec. since it is abs. fr. 
| Mk. Besides, the Hellenistic pleonasm was 
here, as perpetually elsewh., an offence to the 
critics. 

Before TI:Aare Tis. has now restored Ios- 
vim, wh. he had expunged, fr. BC & 2 curss. 
But it was evidently removed by the crit. re- 
visers of B because they thought it better away, 
ei ares He nee in ese and, pape 
that Matt. in the su uent passages only 
says Iliiar., and Mk. sxvartably. But why 
should not Matt. have used first Ilowr. ix. as 
an official and formal designation, and after it 
dropped the Ilovriw, as does Lk. iii. 1, & aleo 
Jos. Ant. xviii. 2 seqq., firat using Iovr. ITéX., 
and then simply IT{A.? At Acts iv. 27, Lk. in- 
deed prefixes [Idvrios, but only because the 
official designation was there called for; and 
hence it is used by St. Paul, 1 Tim. vi. 13. 

3. For awéarp., Tis. & Al. read gorpewe, fr. 
BL & 102 [add Scr. y], and Orig. thrice. Of 
course the reading rests entirely on internal 
evidence, wh., however, is not entirely favour- 
able; for though Tis. alleges the frequent use of 
awiorp., and the rarity of gorp., in the oa 
yet neither St. Matt., nor any other correct Gr. 
writer would ever have used orpéWw in the 
sense fo return back ; whereas, since the acci- 


dental omission of a preposn in composn is by no 
means rare, it may very well have happened, in 
2 or 3 copies, here. 

Tis. 3 Mai restored the rote before wpecf., 
wh. he had before, with Ln. & Al., expunged, fr. 
BCL & 12 curss. [I add Scr. x] & Orig. : and 


he gives competent reasons for the change. 

4. I would now adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
6wWy, fr. almost all the uncials & 25 curse., to- 
get er with about 10 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. 

t is undoubtedly the more ancient form, and is 
very likely to be genuine. 

ll. For gern, Ln. & Tis. read iord@n, fr. 
BCL & 2 curss. ; though in 3rd ed. Tis. restores 
the gorn,—with reason, since internal evidence, 
as well as external, is in favour of gorn, for 
which éord6y was prob. ; as being 
thought more suitable in sense. 

16. Tis. has now removed 'Incouvv, which he 
had inserted before BupafSBav (with Meyer), 
from only 5 curss. of little note and some late 
verss. He now admits that ‘‘ whether the evan- 
aoa did so write, is exceedingly doubtful.” 

he attempt to account for the absence of 
"Ineoby in all the copies exc. five, on the suppo- 
sition that it was removed out of reverence is, 
agree with Tis., very improbable. How so 
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strange a reading came in (even in five copies) 
it is not easy to see; yet we are not bound to 
account for its introduction. The solution of 
the difficulty propounded by Tis. 3, though in- 
sufficient to remove it, serves to a certain degree 
to account for the fabrication of the reading, 
namely, that it arose from a passage of the 
Hebrew Gospel of St. Matth., adduced by 
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. For aitijcevra:r, EFHV &, says Tis., 
many others, have -covrat. But where, I ask, 
are these? Neither Mill, Wets., Griesb., nor 
Scholz mention one. However, Matth. specifies 
Jour, and I can add Lam. 1)76, 78, 87, 89, Scr. 
h, i, w, x, y, Mus. 5468, 5731, 11836, 16184, 
17982, De Missy 1 (om. by Wets.), all wh. 
copies are of ancient text, insomuch that internal 
evidence is in its favour, Yva, with fut. ind., 
being a Hellenistic form elsewh. occurring occa- 
sionally in N. T 

22. avrots is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. 
ABDKA & 11 cures. [add Lam. 528}, but Tis. 
3 ed. might as well have restored the word as he 
has nyenwy at the next verse, wh. he had cancd 
fr. B 33, 69, 102, and some late verss. It was 
doubtless removed because the omission was 
more agreeable to class. Greek composn, and 
from the word not having place in || Lk. 

24. row dixaiov] These words are cancd by 
Tis. & Al., fr. BD & 1 curs. But though in- 
ternal evidence may seem against then, yet it is 
equally balanced, considering that it was quite 
as likely for them to be removed by crit] corrn 
in 3 MSS., as to have been interpolated in all 
the rest, confirmed, too, as they are, by the Syr., 
It., Vig., and other verss., and further supported 
by Acts xx. 26, 

28. Ln., Tis., & Al. read yAau. xoxn. wepiéO, 
abra, for repté8. aire yAau. xoxx., fr. BDL 
& 4 curss., the It, Vig., Cop. & Sah. verss, 
But the reading was more likely to have been a 
critl altern of the diction for polish in those 7 
copies, than to have been altered, for no par- 
ticular reason, in all the copies but seven. 

29. For thy xapaXdiy, Tis. & Al. edit re 
xapadnes, fr. BL & 3 cures. [add Lam. 528]. 
But internal evidence is against the reading, it 
being prob. a mere correction of the Hellenistic 
idiom into the classical. 
of dy +7 deE:a for iwi Thy deEcav adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDN &7 curss. Comp. 
Joh. xix. 2. 

33. The reading Asydpuavoy is to be rejected, 
not so much from want of external authority (it 
being found in N and, Tis. says, 30 curss., besides 
a fow Lam. & Mus. copies) as from ¢ 
evidence being against it. I shd be disposed to 
adopt the change of position found in BL & 5 
curss., because it throws light on the origin of 
the variations, were there sufficient authority of 
MSS. 

34. For éfos, Ln. & Tis. 2read oTvoy, fr. 
BDKL & 13 curss. [add Lam. 1179, Scr. w, 
& Mus. 5540]. Tis. 3 has restored o£os, justify- 
ing this procedure on nearly the same grounds 
as those on which I have defended dfos. For 
HOeXev, Ln. & Al. read #6éAncey, fr. BDEL & 5 
corss., on the ground that (as Al. says) #0eX¢ was 
substituted for it, “‘as being the usual term.” 
Yet that was very unlikely to extend to all the 
MSS. exc. 9. And the fact of its being the 
more usual form may be doubted. See Matt. ii. 
18, where 6dAncs is read by some critics. 

35. The words tva wAXyp.—éf. «A. are, Tis. 


The same may be said p 
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states, absent from all the uncials, and 200 
corss., to which I can add 40 Lam., Scr., & 
Mus. copies. After all that has, or can be, said 
in defence of the passage, the thing at last (as 
Matth. says), in this and such like passages, redté 
ad codices. And the absence of the passage in all 
the unciale, and prob. about 250 curss., con- 
firmed by the Syr., Cop., Sah., & JEthiop., somo 
copies of the It., and more of the Vulg., cannot 
but turn the scale against the authenticity of the 
words, which, however ancient here, were doubt- 
less an interpolation fr. Joh. xix. 23, 

42, The «i before BaoiXkis is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BDL & 3 curss., almost fellow-copies, 
together with the Sah. vers, But this authority 
is very insufficient, espy as not sustained by 
tnlernal evidence, it being far more probable 
that «l should, in 80 few copies as 6, have been 
accidentally lost, as absorbed in the a: preceding, 
than that it should have been, as Al. maintains, 
adopted from v. 40. The testimony of all the 
MSS. except 6, confirmed by all the verss. exc. 
the Sahid., together with Orig. & Euseb., is not 
to be set aside by such baseless surmises as 
those propounded by Tis. & Al. 

44. How this verse came to be omitted in 
several MSS. has been well pointed out by 
Matthei. The grounds for receiving abrdéy (in- 
stead of t. rec. aurd) are indeed strong, nearly 
all the uncials and, Tis. states, 150 curss., to 
wh. I can add many Lam., Ser., and Mus. 
copies. Yet internal evidence is in favour of 
t. rec. adres. 

Tis. has now removed the ody before abr, 
which he had adopted from BDL (and 20 the B 
in || Mk.)—authority wholly inadequate, espec. 
as not being confirmed by internal evidence. 

47. Tis. 3 now abandons the reading éarn- 
xotwv (wh. he had adopted fr. only BDL), and 
restores t. rec. éorcrey, remarking that on the 
two forms it is difficult to pronounce. 

51. The transposn els ado 80 as to come after 
xatw, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCD & 

curss., is utterly ungrounded. In so few 
copies we may well imagine that the change of 
position was accidental, and produced by (what 
oft occurs) the omission of a word or words, 
a their addition further on, though at a wrong 
ace. 

52. For 4yé06n, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit Ayép- 
Oncap, fr. BDGL & 13 curss. [add Lam. 177, 
89]; wh. has internal evidence in its favour, 
but not sufficient external authority to warrant 
its reception. 

. Tis. 3 has now restored ota, which he 
alone had expunged, fr. BL & 13 curss.; though 
it was evidently removed for the sake of pre- 
venting a éhird cwpa occurring in the same 


verse, 

59. Before ocvd., Ln., Tis., & Al. add é», fr. 
B & 5 curss., with the It., Vig., & Cop. verss., 
& Orig.; wh. Tis. & Al. suppose to have been 
removed because not found in || Lk. & Mk. 
But it was far more likely to be inserted than 
excluded, considering that it is found in some 
copies at Mk. Thus internal evidence is at 


least equally balanced, and the slenderness of 
external must decide agatust the word. 


65. I am now more inclined to reject the dd 
as abs. fr. 8uncials and, Tis. says, 70 curss.,exclus. 
of 16 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. 


XXVIII. 3. The chan 


of weei into we by 
La., Tis., & Al., fr. BD 


& 10 curss. [add Ser. 


40 


w], is not sustained by adequate authority, nor 
is it confirmed by internal evidence. Here, if 
any where, we may trace the hand of Alexandn 
correctors, who seem, indeed, to have desired to 
exterminate woel in the text of the N. T. Thus, 
of the 37 times where it occurs in the t. rec., 
there are not many in which the woe! has not 
been altered into wse—almost alwaye in the 
Alexandrian copies, esp. BDL, and their con- 
geners,—mostly, indeed, justified by strict pro- 
priety of language; since the idiom in wee is 
one of Hellenistic Greek, for we. 

4, For iyévovro, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éyenj- 
Oncay, fr. BCDL 33 alitsque. One might sus- 

tit to be one of the numerous emendns of 
the Alex. critics, did not the frequent permuta- 
tion of the forms of Ist aor. & 2nd aor., partly 
in the Gospels, and far more frequently in the 
Epistles—as Tis. has shown and exemplified— 
make one pause, and half inclined to think, with 
Tis., that the lst aor. has both here, and occa- 
sionally elsewhere, been displaced for the 2nd 


aor. 

6. Notwithstanding all that Tis. now urges in 
defence of his removal of 6 x¥pzos, I am still of 
the same opinion, that the words were expunged 
as unnecessary and abs. fr. || Mk. As to the 
‘tanta auctoritas variorum testium qui omit- 
tunt,” urged by Tis., to what does it amount ?— 
merely B & 2 curss., almost fellow-copies, and 
the Cop., Arm., /Zth., & later Arab. verss.— 
evidence weighing light indeed against all the 
copies exc. 4, confirmed by the Syr., It., & Vlg. 


verss. 

8. For é€s\Oovea, Tis. & Al. edit aweX0., fr. 

BCL & 3 curss, in the closest connexion [add 
Burl. MS. om. by Wets.], together with the 
Syr. & Cop. verss., supposing Ta adopted fr. 
|| Mk. But that the change should have been 
made, and then got into all the copies exc. 6, is 
far less credible, than that aweA0. should have 
been a mere critl corrn to what is indeed the 
more classically correct, but not scriptural, 
term. 
9. we d&&—pad. airov] I am still of the same 
opinion as to the words, which I have bracketed, 
being possibly an interpojation; and to the 14 
curss. which are without them, I can now add 
Mus. 11838 & 18211 & Ser. y. 

The o before ’Ino. is now cancd by Tis., fr. 
ACEFGHKMUVA &, he states, 62 curss. [I 
add Lam. 1175, 87, 88, 92, 93, Scr. h, i, m, n, 0, 
9, r, 8, Vv, W, X, y, H, Mus. 5731, 11838, 17982, 

8211, 17470, De Miss. 1, om. by Wets., to- 
gether with Orig. & Euseb.] And since internal 
evidence is against it, the word may at least be 
bracketed. 

Tis. 3 restores awnutnoey, instead of Uriwr., 
which he had in ed. 2 adopted, fr. BC & 16 
curss. [add Lam. 1178, 79, Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540, 
1810]: and bwdyrnow supra xxv. 1 is now 
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restored by him to dz., found in all the copies, 
supra xviii. 28. 

10. For «ai éxei, 8 uncials &, Tis. says, 50 
curss. [1 add Lam. 1176, 78, 79, Scr. i, k, 1, m, n, 
8, Vv, Ww, Z, Mus. 1810, 11836, 11838, 16184], 
read xdxat. But it seems not entitled to be 
adopted, for reasons wh. will appear from supra 
x. ll, and note supra xviii. 32, also on Mk. i. 35, 
38, ix. 38, x. 1. The crasts occurs also sine v. 
1. Joh. xi. 54, and wherever the word occurs in 
the Acts. 

15. Tis. 3 has removed the juépas, which he 
had, with Ln. & AL, admitted, fr. BDL & 1 
curs.; though in opposition to internal evidence, 
which is against the word, as Tis. showa, who 
concludes his discussion by remarking that, such 
being the case, ““ubi nuépa a paucis tantum 
testibus prebetur, potius tlatum quam verum 
esse statuendum est.” 

17. Tis. 3 has restored the avvw, which he 
had, with L. & A., cancd, fr. BD & 2 curss., 
almost feliow-copies; though internal evidence 
is quite adverse, since the word was manifestly 
removed for the purpose of polishing the style, 
because, as Tis. remarks, ‘‘elegantior oratio 
esse videbatur omisso alt7w.” 

18. Tis. has now removed the 17s before y7e, 
wh. he had, with Ln. & Al., added fr. BD & 
1 curs. 2 m.—authority not compensated by 
internal evidence, since 1t was far less probable 
that the ts should have been, as Al. avers, 
“ removed for conformation with éy oJpave,” than 
that it should have been inserted by critics on 
mistaken grounds, as will appear from the able 
remarka of Tis. 

19. The ov, which I have bracketed, is ex- 
punged by almost all the editors from Matth. 

ownwards, on the eh aoe since to 
the evidence of nearly all the uncials &, Tis. 
says, about 150 cursive MSS.,—and I can add all 
the Scr. exc. 1, and all the Mus.,—and very 
many fathers. 

Tis. 3 has now restored Bawriforres, for 
Bawvicavres, which he had (alone) adopted, fr, 
BD, though on grounds, as I have shown, quite 
untenable, espy since internal evidence is quite 
adverse. Indeed I suspect.that Bawricauvres 
had no better origin than the baptizanies of the 
Vig. & Ital. verss. At any rate this is far more 
probable than that, as Al. imagines, it was “a 
correction for ecclesiastical propriety.” 

20. ’Auty is cancd by L., T., & A., fr. BD & 
7 curss.—very insufficient authority, esp. since 
internal evidence is adverse, as will appear from 
the able note of Matthei, who shows how it 
came to pass that here, and very often elsewhere, 
the ’Aujy should have been omitted in some 
MSS. Had all the recent editors (exc. Scholz) 
been aware of the true state of the case, they 
would have forborne expunging systematically 
the word at the end of the books of the N. T. 


MARK. 


I, 4. Tis. 3 confirms my rejection of the 6 
before Bawri{wy, and ratifies the ground thereof, 
by now removing the 0, which he had inserted 
only fr. BLA fad Scr. P}, but wh. he now 
thinks opposed by the place occupied by the 
words év rg ip. He ascribes the origin of the 
inserted 6 to the desire of some critics to con- 


form the pene in sense to Matt. iii. 1, thus 
bringing éyévsro into connexion with dpyn, 
&ec., at v. 1, and so getting rid of some of the 
difficulty wh. embarrasses the commencement of 
thie Gospel. But this, besides yielding no 
suitable sense, would involve a ness of 
constrn little agreeable to the simplicity of 
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Mark’s composition, wh. here needs not te be 
disturbed, if, with Le Clerc, Campb., Wakef., 
& tale we 7 - . l J be a oe 
standing by itself and independent on any other, 
and v. 4 as couse the giodoais, or 
reddition, to the second, so that the wes at v. 2 
involves an ows, left to be supplied at v. 4, for 
the purpose of introducing the eyévero. Thus 
we may render: “ According as it is written,” 
&c.— 90 (or accordingly) there came John 
baptizing in the wilderness and proclaiming [as 
a herald} a baptism of repentance [and reforma- 
tion] for remission of sins.” 

5. I am still of the same opinion as to the 
retaining of the ordinary position of wavres. 
As to Alford’s hypothesis (applied also to Lk. 
vii. 35), it leads to no satisfactory solution of 
the somewhat awkward difficulty involved in 
wavret, which occasioned certain methods to be 
resorted to in order to get rid of, or to lessen it. 
But to remove its place to after éBawr. would 
not lessen it: while, on the other hand, to 
transfer it to after ‘Ispoo. wd tncrease tt. As 
the case stands, external evidence ought to rule 
the decision, and that is quite in favour of the 
ordinary positn of wdwras, according to which 
the difficulty will be best encountered by sup- 
posing that here and in some other passages was 
1s to be taken restrictively, and the sense modtfied 
by the context and the circumstances, as in 

att. ii. 3, x. 5, Acts ii. 5, and elsewh. 

6. For qv dt, cai Au, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BL 33, 69, and many It. & Vig. copies, may 
be genuine, and the other a mere critl corrn for 
more class, expression: but that such should 
have come into all the copies, exc. a little knot 
of four, is too improbable to warrant its adop- 
tion, The same permutation of constrn by 
revisers oft occurs. 

The 6 wh. I have, with La., Tis., & Al., in- 
nerted before ‘Iway., rests on the authority of 1] 
uncials & 60 curss., exclus. of above 30 Lam., 
Ser., & Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence.— For zaGiwv, I am now inclined to edit, 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., gcQev, fr. BLA, internal 
evidence being quite in its favour, since so 
unusual a form (recurring, however, at Lk. vii. 

, 04, x. 7, xxii. 30, though confined to BD) 
was very likely to be extensively altered to the 
ordinary one, éaQic». Yet it is, however rare 
in the N. Test., found in the Sept. about 40 
times, either in the Vat. or Alex. MS., or in 
some other ancient copies: and I doubt not that 
it was in use in Alexn Gk, nay, perhaps 
perpetual as respects the partictp.; an idiom 
noticed by Suid. & Hesych., to wh., however, 
it seems to have not been confined by the evan- 
gelists. Thus, Lk. xxii. 30 ioOnte. The 
idiom was in its general use an Alerandrian 
Jorm derived fr. the Jonic & Doric dialects. It 


is frequent in Hom., and found in Hesiod: nor (th 


is it unfrequent in the Attic dramatists, both 
tragic and comic. It was indeed almost con- 
fined to the poets, though it occurs occasionally 
in the prose writers, as Plut., Areteus, and a 
Doric philosopher contained in Galen, Opuse. 
p. 723, and fr. the Doric and Ionic dialects it 
was communicated to the Alexand. and ordinary 
Greek, though chiefly occurring in the provincial 
use, which it has in Matt., ME., and Lk. 

8. The state of the evidence for the absence 
of iv—dy is such, that Iam not disposed even 
to bracket the Ist é» and retain the 2nd un- 
bracketed, since internal evidence confirms ex- 


41 
ternal in its favour. As ts the Ist é», I 
cannot believe that the phraseology of Mk. would 
here differ fr.that of Matt. and of Joh.,towh. the 
style is so similar, and, in the use of Hellenistic 
idioms, presenting so much that is common. 
Hence it seems far less probable that the év was 
inserted fr. || Matt. & John (though the puéy 
rob. was) in all the copies exc. BHA 16, 56, 
FB 258, & 3 others, than that in those few the 
éy was removed by Alexn critics in order to im- 
prove the composn, especy as they perceived it 
not to be in || Tk. who, at iii. 16 and Acts xi. 
16, drops the év, as does 1 Pet. iii. 6, in the 
same phrase Uéare xataxdvobeis. As regards 
the second év, it may have been brought in fr. 
l] Matt. & Lk.: but internal evidence is so 
weak (only that of BL & 3 curss.) that I cannot 
believe it was. 

9. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., edit 
Na{Yap20, for reasons wh. will appear fr. note on 
Matt. iv. 23. 

To BDL and the 15 curss. adduced for the 
positn ele rdy ‘lopd. uw. "lwdw. ifanrr., 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., 1 add Lam. 1193, 
Scr. x, P, & Mus. 5647, confirmed by the Syr., 
It., & the most ancient copies of the Vig.; and 
it is prob. the original position of the words, 
Waiving, however, a matter of doubtful disputa- 
tion, this rare constrn ifawr. els tr. lop. for 
the usual éy rw "Iep. seems formed on the 
class. use of the primitive Bawrew ele Gewo, or 
the like, found in Plato, p. 73, Hippocr. 469, 52, 
Antholog. ix. 438 (comp. Eurip. H. Fur. ale 
xepvifa B., & 7 times in Sept.): but it never 
occurs in the earlier and oe Gr. authors, 
being confined to the later Gr. writers, as Plut. 
de Superst. c. 3, Bdwricov ceauTov ele Oddac- 
cav: Jos, Antt. iv. 4.6, Bawricuprés rs [ri} 
wal rauTys THe Téippas ale ny (spring- 
water). 

10. «al e00. dvaB.] There exists considerable 
doubt as to the true reading of the present and 
not a few other throughout Mark’s 
Gospel, in which 230. is used with a verb or 
particip. as a ‘“‘ favourite cere word with 
the evang.,” says Al.; though whether (espec. if 
ev0u¢ be in those cases, as Tis. & Al. maintain, 
the genuine reading) it can be so considered is 
very doubtful. Surely an adverb of time (such as 
av0éws or its equiv. evOis, adverdiasciens) cannot 
be said te possess any connecting force. 

For aerei, we read by Ln. & AL, fr. almost 
all the uncials and nearly 50 cures. [exclus. of 
Lam. 1192, Scr. h, i, k, 0, v, w, y, H, Mus. 
6107, 5111, 5647, 5777, 17741, 17982, and Cov. 
1, om. by Mill], is prob. the genuine reading, 
and the other derived fr. || Matt. 

I must still decline to receive, with Tis. & Al., 
for t. rec. é2’, sls, lst on the ground of insuffi- 
ciency of external evidence, only BD 13, 69, 124 
e als pauci of Tis. T cannot find); and 2ndly, 
that internal evidence is adverse, inasmuch as 
éwi is freq. altered, on precarious grounds, b 
the Alexn critics to ale. See Matt. v. 39, xiii. 
7, xxii. 5, xxiv. 16, Lu. iv. 43, viii. 8, xii. 11 & 
49, Joh. iii. 15, xxi. 4, 1 Pet. iii. 5. 

Ll. For év w, the reading ¢v coi, adopted by 
La., Tis., & Al., fr. BDEP & 30 curas. [add 
Lam. 1188, 1255, Ser. y], was prob. a mere crit. 
altern suggested by || Lk., and introduced for 
the purpose of strengthening the form of expres- 
sion. At any rate, paramount external au- 
thority, confirmed by internal evidence, must 
forbid any change of text. 
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12. For t. rec. 2b0b0, eb 0éue, wh. I adopted, 
with Ln., I find also in Lam. 1176, 78, 79, Scr. 
m,n, ©, p, 8, y, W, z, Mus. 5731, 5647, & 
17741. Yet that I might better have re- 
tained the t. rec. will appear from note supr. 


v.10. 

13. Tis. 3 has restored éxsi (wh. he, with 
Al. 2, had expunged), chiefly induced by the 
removal of éy rq ép. in K & 20 curss. [add 
Lam. 1179]; which circumstance suggested the 
true state of the case, and calJed forth from him, 
in ed. %, the admission that “one of the two 
expressions seemed abundare [such so-called 
pleonasms are freq. in Mk.}, and accordingly 
was removed.” 

14. For wera 83, T. & A. edit wal pera, 
fron BD, 2 copies of the It & 2 of the Cop. 
verss., a reading which might seem confirmed 
by internal evidence, if we could suppose, with 
Tis. & Al., that the dé was an alteration fr. || of 
Matt. But that such should have taken place, 
and got into al] the copies but two, is far less 

robable than that dé should have been altered 

y (seemingly Oriental) critics to «al, as appear- 
ing more suited to the Hebraistic and Hellenistic 
style—a liberty wh. they have elsewh. indulged 
in to the borders of licence. 

15. Iam still of the same opinion that «ai 
before A\éyuww is, notwithstanding its absence fr. 
80 many uncials, and curss. of ancient text,— 
including not a few Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies,— 
genuine ; its presence in all the early versions 
attesting this, and internal evidence confirmi 
external: a similar case occurs Matt. iii. 2, 
where see note. 

The rov before "Iwdyyny is absent in 9 un- 
cials and, says Tis., 40 curss., to wh. I can add 
nearly 20 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies: but in- 
ternal evidence is unfavourable, espec. since it 
is one of the characteristics of St. Mark to use 
the article before "Iwavy. 

16. I am now more inclined to receive, for t. 
rec. Wepivatwov, apaywy (wh. has internal 
evidence somewhat in its favour): but am less 
disposed to remove du@iBrnorpoy, since, 
though it is possible that (as Tis. avers) duqr- 
Badd. év ry Oar. may have been the original 
expression, and the others only different modes 
of filling up an ellips., yet such a strangely short- 
cut form of expression is unsuitable to the 
character of our evangelist’s style, and indeed 
that of the others ; besides, proof is wanting that 
the phrase ever existed ; for as to Soph. Ant. 
344, pirov dpvlbwy dupiBarwov aya, it is in- 
sufficient, as coming from a poet, and one who 
employs constrns, if not anomalous, at least un- 
exampled, as far as we know, elsewh. Besides, 
the strongly Hellenistic character of dug. 
aéu@ifBr., a8 found besides at Matt. iv. 18, and 
in Habak. i. 17, dupi:Badret 76 dulBrnorpov 
aurou, attests the existence of the phrase. As 
to the argument of Tis., that there is no fluctua- 
tion of reading in the || Matt, it is of little 
force, since the fluctuation in Mé&. is next to 
nothing, consisting of only 3 MSS., congeners in 
the closest connexion. 

18. After dixrva Tis. 3 restores airov, wh. 
he .had, with Ln., cancd, fr. BCL & 10 curse., 
on the precarious ground that the words were 
expunged by correctora as unnecessary, and not 
found in || Matt. exc. in a few inconsiderable 
epics: 

9. éxsi@ey, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDL, 7 curss., & some verss., may have come 
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fr. |} Matt.: but it may, in so few copies, all in 
closest connexion, have been removed by critics, 
who thought that tro adverbs (there is but one 
in || Matt.) overloaded the phraseol The 
removal of éxsi@ev at Joh. xi. 54 in D & 12 
curss. confirms my view here, as will farther 
appear from my note there. 

3. I cannot yet receive the ei@is inserted by 
T. & A., because it is wholly inappropriate here. 
It seems to have come from the margin of some 
very ancient original, though introduced at a 
wreng place,—being prob. meant to come in 
before avécpakte, where it may have been in- 
serted from a echoliast. 

24. Tis. 3 restores ga, wh. he had, with Ln. 
& Al., cancd, fr. BD & 2 curss.,—how cause- 
lessly I have shown,—well remarking that 
“since almost the same MSS. omit the word in 
Lk. as omit : in Mk&., it ought mot to be ex- 

unged in either rig 
- he ceapects pbcuae tot otéa oe, still retained 
by Tis. & Al., I cannot, any more than Ln., 
acquiesce in the reception of a reading on the 
slender authority of only ¢wo second-rate MSS., 
even though internal evidence be somewhat in 
its favour, confirmed by three late verss. and 
some fathers. It is possible that in those two 
copies the scribe may have mistaken olédce (so 
written in several Lam. & Mus. copies) placed 
at the end of a line, and the oe written abbrevia- 
tim, for oldamev, wh. wd be suggested by the 


Mae. 

26. I still decline receiving, for xpdfay, 
dwvijcay, esp. smce I have shown how the 
reading arose. Indeed, the critics have elsewh. 
obtruded @evety in place of 3 more definite and 
significant term. For é£, Ln. adopts awd, fr. 
CDM & 30 curss. [add Lam. 1177, 1255, Scr. 8. 
Mus. 5468, 16183 & 4, 18211], possibly derived 
fr. || Lk., though there the reading fluctuates 
between é£ and dwé, both constrns found in the 
Sept.—if£ very oft, dwo very rarely—and neither 
of them, I believe, occurring im the class. writers. 
There is little doubt that Matt. used é&, but 
not so that Lk. used dd; nor is it capable of 
proof that, as Schulz avers, the of Lk. 
was different fr. that of Mk., since that 
only rests on viii. 2 & xi. 24, Acts xvi. 18, and 
there with some variation of reading. Hence it 
would seem that in both Matt. & Mk. é& is the 
genuine reading, and awd merely a corm of 
critics, to make the propositions square, and 
farnish an idiom of better Greek. ides, é 
is the more suitable to the occasion, the ful 
sense being forth on of him. 

27. 1 still retain wdvres after é0auf. As to 
the argument advanced by Tis. 3, that wae and 
daa are continually interchanged, it is, though 
true, an mt that draws two ways, and 
hence candace nothing. For adrots, I would 
now read gavrobe or abrovs on the strongest 
authority, not opposed by internal evidence. 

28. I am now inclined to adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., for éqAGe 38, wai ‘erated fr. 
BCDLMA & 11 curss. [add Lam. 1187, 1188, & 
Scr. y, z, H], for the reason I have mentioned ; 
though if that er a case, we might sup- 

it derived fr. . As respects the wap- 
a after eve, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BCL & 2 curss., it seems to have been 
brought in by critics, prob. as suggested by cle 
wavra Towoy in || Lk. 

. Abrips after yerpds, cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BDL & It. b, was doubtless expunged by the 
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ancient critics to remove something like  tau- 


tology. 

oie Tis. 3 restores gév, rejected in ed. 2; 
while AL 2 adopts gdvorev, rejected in ed. 1. 

33. The removal, by Ln., Tis., & Al., of gq» 
fr. after ériouvynypévn to after xai, fr. BCDL 
& 6 curss, [add Scr. y, z], seems a mere correcn 
of positn by critics, as also may be SAn 4 WoArs 
adopted by the same editors fr. the same uneials 
and the same curss., exc. one [add Scr. y, z], 
wh. omits SA». 

35. I am now induced to think that gyvuy a, 
found in BCDL & 5 curss. of the same family, 
and, Tis. says, 12 others [with Lam. 1188 & 
Scriv. y, H], is prob. the genuine reading, in- 
ternal evidence being in its favour, since iyvvya 
would be too little known to the scribes to 
tntroduced by them. 

36. The 6 before Zinwy is cancd by Ln., 
Tis. 2, & Al. 2, fr. BL & 6 curss. chiefly of the 
same family, but restored by Tis. 3, very pro- 

rly, since internal evidence is in favour of the 
o, wh., as he remarks, is omitted in almost the 
same MSS. at Lk. v. 3 (see also Acts viii. 24), 
and hence, he adds, “ xeudéro loco eos solos sequs 
austin.” 

37. For xai sépovres abrav, Adyoucwy, Tis. 
& Al. read xal eSpov airoyv xai, Aéy., fr. BL & 
It.,—-authority utterly insufficient and opposed 
by internal evidence, since the reading has every 
appearance of being a mere crit. altern, suggested 
by the It. vers. 

For (nr. oz, Matth., Gr., Scholz, Fritz., Ln., 
& Al. 1 read ce Ynr., fr. 10 uncials and, Tis. 
says, nearly 110 curss. (to wh. I add all the 
Lam. & Scr., and most of the Mus. copies) : 
while Tis. & Alf. 2 restore t. rec., with reason, 

external evidence is not inconsiderable, 
namely, BCDLA, and, if we may trust the col- 
lators, all the rest of the curss., to wh. I can add 
such of the Mus. copies as have any affinity to 
the Alex. recens., as 5540, 5559, 17982, and 
others. Moreover, internal evidence is in its 
favour, since the position is the most natural, 
and one elsewh. found in N. T. invariably, exc. 
where the pronoun is meant to be emphatic, as 
in Joh. xviii. 8. 

38. After dyeuev, Tis. & AL sudjoin dd- 
Aaxou, fr. BCL 33, Cop., Arm., & Ar. verss., 
supposing the word ejected as superfluous and 
not found in | Lk. But it is not superfl., and if 
not in Lk., its place is supplied by +r. érépats. 
Internal evidence, as well as external, is quite 
against the word, since it was far less likely to 
have been in all the copies but 4 and 
the Syr., It., & Vig. verss., than in those 4 to 
have been ¢ rob. fr. the schol. and some 
verss., in order to fetch out what is implied in 
the sontezt. 

39. Internal evidence is so strongly in favour 
of sle thy cuvay., that I would now adopt it. 

40. After wapax. aivov the words xai yovu- 
wer. avroy are restored in Al. 2 & Tis. 3, with 
reason, since they were far less likely to be tn- 

fr. tnfr. x. 17, in all the copies exc. 11, 
than in those few te have been partly lost by the 
occurrence of two aurdv's (wh. circumstance oc- 
casioned the omission of the clause), and partly 
expunged by crit. emendn, in order to remove a 
tautology in avro»y, and to get rid of a term 
never occurring in class. writers, exc. twice in 
Polyb. Yet the same recurs at x. 17 and in 
Matt. xvii. 14, and seems to have been a term 
ef the Macedonian and provincial (Syrian) 
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Greek dialect—in short, the genuineness of the 
words {g attested by their characteristic circum- 
atenaalty. 

Tis. 8 has restored xai before Aéyeow [wh. he 
had canced, fr. B, It. ver., & 2 Cop. copies}, well 
remarking, “‘ Hlegantior fit dictio, omisso «ai ut 
Matt. iii, 2, ubi pariter ita, B;” and yet there 
Al. 2 expunges the word as introduced for the 
purpose of conferming to iv. 17; though Tis. 3 
restores it. 

41, Tis. 3 has recalled t. rec. 6 8& ’Ino., wh. 
he had altered to xai 6 ’I., fr. only BD & 102, 
though evidently, as he now admits, a mere crit. 
altern fr, || Matt. & Lk. 

42. Tis. 3 has restored elwdyros avrov, wh. 
he had ¢eancelled, fr. BDL & 4 cursives, but 
wrongly, the words being, as he now sees, re- 
moved by critics as superfluous, and not found 
in Matt, & Lk. 

45. tar’ ipipors, for év Ep. ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BLA & 2 or 3 cursives, seems a mere 
corrn of style, but excluded from adoption b 
the opposite testimony of all the MSS. exc. 6, 
and all the verss. I am now inclined to receive, 
with L., T., & A., waévroOcy, fr. 9 uncials & 
28 cursives, exclusive of 3 Lam. & 5 Mus. copies, 
Scr. v, w!, not, however, because, as Scholz 
says, Pavraxovey no where else occurs in N. T. 
(for why should it not occur once ?), but because 
‘eternal. evidence is in favour of wavtovep, 
which was more likely to be altered to the more 
common wayray. than the reverse. 


IT. 1, The reading here is very various. The 
Elz. ed. & t. rec. have wadw slond\0e; the 
Steph. ed. sio#AGs waX., wh. is adopted by Gr. 
Matth., Sch., & Ln.; while Tis. & Al. edit xa 
eoehOwy wad, fr. BDL 28, 33, 24, 2 pet. 
{add Lam. 1176, 1177, 1189, 1255]. However, 
Internal evidence, weighed aright, is prob. in its 
JSavour, inasmuch as it would seem that, as Tis. 
& Al. are ed, ‘it was the difficulty, as occa- 
sioned by the want of a nominat. to the verb 
dxovabn, wh. led to the reading sio# Bev" — 
wd)w «ai prob. derived fr. certain verstons, the 
framers of which had rendered as they could by 
feeling out the sense from the context. But the 
question is, what és the nomin.? The usual view 
taken of the matter is that #xovc8y is 3d pers. 
sing. taken impersonally; or by an ellip. of 
wpayua. But the objection to this is, that the 
use of the pass. itself is rare, though occurring 
oecasionally in Homer, Thucyd., & Plato; but 
not in let aor., wh., however, occurs, besides 
Joh, ix. 32, impers. in Sept., Neh. xii. 41, 42, 
Dan. x. 12. But that is quite forbidden by 
sloeXOwv, wh. thas would stand entirely out of 
the constrn. And if that reading be adopted, 
the impersonal use of 4xovc8n must become 

al, and the nomin. be that wh. is inherent 
in eloeA@., namely, "Incovs: and the least 
anomalous constrn to be supposed will be to 
consider a harsh pleonasm involved in the verbs 
Axove8, and ior., the words Sr: «. ol. dor. being 
exegetical in order to further explain what was 
involved in #«., and we may render /idly thus: 
* And having again, after an interval of some 
days, entered into Capernaum, he was heard of 
eq. to, tidings came of him) that” &c. The 
constrn thus falls under the head of anacoluthon, 
such as is frequent in Thucyd. (comp. the pre- 
face, ch. i.), h., & Pindar. 

4. I have edited xpdBarroy, for x«péBBar., 

fr. aloiost all the uncials and many curss., ex- 
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clus. of 20 of the best Scr. & Mus. copies, con- 
firmed by the Lat. grabaitus. 

Tis. has now restored é@’ os, for wh. he had, 
with Ln. & Al., edited Sxov, fr. BDL—a 
ee prob. suggested by the It. vers. ube. 

&. Tis. 3 has restored lday dé for xai léay, 
wh. he had sioner fr. BCL & 7 curss., though 
prob. derived fr. {| Matt. & Lk. For co: ai 
duapr. I am now disposed to receive, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., cov al duapr., for reasons wh. see 
in note at Matt. ix. 2. 

7. Though Tis. still retains the reading AaA zi, 
BrXacgnpet, I still decline to receive it, on the 
ground that this resting merely on a little knot 
of 3 MSS., the closest of congeners, is quite un- 
critical, esp. since the reading was far less likely 
to have been genuine, than to have been a pri- 
vate and peculiar reading, concocted by critics 
for the sake of bringing forth something cleverly 
turned and well pointed ; and having the advan- 
tage of presenting the substance of what is found 
in Mk. & Lk.—a procedure prob. suggested by 
the free rendering of the Latin copies. 

8. Tis. 3 coincides in the view I have taken 
both as to the genuineness of avrou after wves- 
pari, and as to the way by which it came to be 
expunged. For elev, the reading Ader, adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., is indeed supported by in- 
ternal evidence ; but the external authority for 
it, namely, BL & 33, is utterly insufficient. 

How we may account for gye:par, not 
éyaipe, being found in many copies here, will 
appear fr. note on Matt. ix. 5, but as gyeips is 
unquestionably the true reading at v. 11, it can- 
not well be otherwise here. Tis. now abandons 
i hy ov (wh. he had, with Al., adopted, fr. BL 

, 38), and adopts éyerps, wh. at both vv. is in 
all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies of any weight. 

As respects the xal before dpov, wh. I have 
bracketed, and Tis. & Al. cancelled, the ques- 
tion as to its genuineness is one not easil 
decided. Its removal is supported by CDL and. 
of cursives, by 1, 33, 118, 209, and, T. says, 10 
others, with the Syr., Vulg., & some other ver- 
sions. But versions are, in a case like this, of 
slender weight. The vast Lie el of ex- 
ternal evidence can alone be balanced by txéer- 
nal evidence being gutte against the word. But 
that is not 90 here, considering that «ai was 
more likely to have been removed by some 
critice who were aware that its absence is re- 
anes by strict correctness of composition, 
than to have been introduced by others, either 
because (comp. Lk. vi. 8, gyecpe xai 
o778:, &c.), or because used in |j Matt. & Lk., 
as T. & A. aver. But there the «ai is united 
with waepiwarat, not apev, At any rate, 
such strong external evidence, confirmed as it is 
by several copies of the It. & Vig., the later 
Syr., and some other verss., must suffice to turn 
the balance in favour of the t. rec. 

‘ my cat eed more oe to adopt, with 

is. , the reading aq. iwi re ijt duapr., 
fr. 9 uncials and several curss., sechua of 2 Lam. 
& 10 Mus. copies. Though as Shae a number, 
with 3 Lam. & 6 Scr. copies, have the t. rec., 
wh., however, may have come, as Tis. says, fr. 
| Matt. & Lk.; yet since there is a third reading 
not weakly supported, it would seem that the 
text has been thrown into such confusion, by 
the variety of position, arising fr. various causes, 
that the original reading cannot with certainty be 
ascertained. 

12. For t. rec. xai AyipO. al0ies xai, T. & 
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A. read, fr. BCL, wai fyép8n, xai ciBdc, sup- 
posing the t. rec. to have come from || Lk. But 
there the words are diferent, namely, wapayxpnea 
avacrds; and it is far less likely that such a 
very minute alteration, formed to square with 
the position only of the words, should have come 
into all the copies but three, and all the vv., 
than that the above alteration should have been 
made by fastidious critics in one Gospel, oe 
with their wonted caprice, left untouched at the 
parallel portion in another. See the weighty 
remark of Tis. adduced supra v. 1], where he 
admits, as a fact, that they sometimes did so. 
For ovédéwore obtrwe, Tis. & Al. read ob. 
ové., fr. BDL 244 & Arm. ; and Al. pronounces 
t. rec. “‘ a transposn for perspicuity.” But even 
if perspicuity were thus promoted, it is far lese 
likely that such a petty alteration should, when 
made, have been introduced into all the MSS. 
exc, 4, and all the verss. exc. one, than that in 
those four the altern should have been made for 
the purpose of heightening the force of the ex- 
clamation, the corrector not bearing in mind that 
the ordinary position is more agreeable to the 
simplicity of wording 80 suitable to the occasion. 
In vain is it to argue, as does Tis., that in the 
kindred passage of Joh. vii. 46, ‘no critic has 
altered to oltrws ovdéiw.;” to which a sufficient 
answer may be found in the remark of Tis. him- 
self at v. 11, just noticed. Not to say that the 
of John differs in expression, since, from 
its long drawn constrn and the close connexion 
of ode with éAaX., the words being necessarily 
dissevered, the transposition could not have been 


made. 

On the reading eZdapsev, adopted by Tis. & 
Al., fr. CD alone, see note on Matt. xxv. 37. 

14, For Aeviy, Tis. 3 edits Aevely, fr. BELM 
and, he says, a few cursives. those are I 
know not. I can, however, subjoin Lam. 1189 
& 93, Scr. P. The same form recurs at |j Lk. 
v. 27, in A(B9CLM, and some cursives, to 
which I can add Lam. 1193, & Agveis at Lu. iii. 
29, in ACLX and some cursives; but Agvai (in 
nomin.) also in ABGL and others, BG at Lu. 
iii. 24; also Aeveie in nomin. at Heb. vii. 5 in 
BC. So that since Agvei, Aevaie, and Aausip 
are all very ancient, and it wd seem Alexandrian 
forms, they are prob. the original readings. 

15. For éyévero, Tis. & Al. read yiverat, fr. 
BL 33, 2 pet.: and internal evidence is in its 
favour, since, as Tis. observes, ‘the evangelist 
is accustomed to use the narrative present, wh. 
he often associates with the past :” though 
whether in the case of the verb yivaecOa: may 
be doubted. As to tnfra xiii. 29, drav ravra 
iénrs yivoueva, there we have a true present, 
since the sense is “‘ being done.” The idiom, 
however, occurs in Lk. xiii. 17, one iwi— 
vTois yivouévore (where, howr, B (alone) has 
yevopnévors), and La. xxi. 31, drav léyre vr. 
yivoneva. Whether it occurs in Jobn is very 
doubtful; for, though it is introduced by T. & 
A. at xxi. 4, wpwtas di—yivonévns, fr. ACEL 
& 3 cursives, the authority is insufficient; and 
internal evidence against it, since the idiom was 
prob. brought in by critics. 

16. Since it is very possible that re may have 
been introduced by revisers fr. || Matt. & Lk, 
though not necessarily to make the sentence in- 
terrogative (as Al. avers), I would now place it 
within brackets, etill, however, retaining the ; 
after wivet, as does Tis. It is true that the 
constrn with Sr: recitatioum ushering in an In~ 
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terrogative sentence is not usual (being prob. of 
Syrian and provincial Greek) ; yet it is found 
in this very Gospel, enfra ix. 11 & 28, where in 
many MSS. é:a@ ve 18 written, as at A here. 
There is little doubt that re here is insititious. 

18. On farther consideration, I am now in- 
clined to receive for ol ray Papic., with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., of Sapic., fr. ABCDKM & 24 
curss., exclus. of Lam. 1179, Scr. w!,z, Mus. 
5540, 5647, 11838. The t. rec. prob. arose 
either fr. an error of scribes, or an inadvertence 
of revisers, or perhaps from a correction of critics 
aaa = suit what follows, and partly suggested 
b 

. am now more disposed to insert (internal 
evidence being rather in its favour), with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., uabyrai before Sapic., fr. BCL 
33, 2 pet., Syr. P, marg. [add Lam. 1179]. 

19. I am now inclined to receive, with Ln., 
Tis, & Al., the reading of BCL 23, 124, 131, 
Exovow +. vuud. ne0’ abrosy, not only on ac- 
count of the antiquity of the evidence, but be- 
cause the order of words, as they thus stand, has 
more of the simplicity of Scripture. The other 
seems to have been adopted fr. its better com- 
position, and as being confirmed by || Matt. 

20. I still retain the reading éy ixeivy +7 Wh. 
fr. ABCDKAA & 30 curss., exclus. of Lam. 
1177, 88, Ser. v, w,z, & Mus. 5540, 5647, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, the t. rec. being 
prob. adopted fr. || Lk. 

21. «ai before ovdele may have been intro- 
duced, as Tis. & Al. aver, fr. the é2 of || Matt. : 
but then why should there not have been written 
ovdeis 3’, wh. would have answered equally 
well the pe of connexion adverted to by 
Al.? W n. should have editd paxxous, fr. 
ADFGHMIF and very many curse. [add Lam. 
1179-92, Scr. w, z, Mus. 5540, 16183], I cannot 
imagine, since I suspect that it arose either fr. 
dictation to scribes, or from the spelling being 
accommodated to the pronunciation. It is a 
different case with iw:pawre: adopted by Tis. 
& Al, fr. ABCEFGHLVA and not a few 
cures. [I add Mus. 5559, 11836, & 38, ati 
since it may have been a peculiar form agreeable 
to the idiom of later Gr. writers (and still more 
of Alexand. Greek), of not doubling the o after 
a prepn in composn. Yet that is not quite cer- 
tain, and the omission may bave arisen fr. the 
scribes having been accustomed to the u 
found in al] the most ancient MSS., to keep the 
prepn apart fr. the verb. 

still reject the reading izdriov wad aidy, for 
t. ree. -i@ waXaiw, on such slender authority as 
BCDL 83, the closest of congeners; and cer- 
tainly internal evidence is adverse, inasmuch 
as an alteration from |{ Lk. in 5 copies was 
more probable than one fr. || Matt. in all the 
rest. 

22. 6 véoe after olvos, abs. fr. BCDL [add 
Lam. 1176] and cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., may 
have come fr. || Lk. As respects the reading at 
the end of the verse, adopted by Tis. & Al, 
what I have said thereon is confirmed by the 
suffrage of Anger, who terms it a mere conjectural 


ere 

23. For her. ol mad., Tis. 2 & Al. adopt ol 
ge. avrov fpt., fr. BCDL & 7 curses., close 
congeners: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. to be 
from || Lk. But Tis. 8, who restores the t. rec., 
well apd that “in He gama many MSS. 
in || Z&. have transposed the words ;” and more- 
over, that “the critical revisers are fond of 
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placing together fipE. and the infinit. Comp. 
vi. 2,” 


27. Before oby Tis. 2 & Al. 2 subjoin cai, 
fr. BCDL 33, Syr., and Vulg.; while 1 8 re- 
moves it, very properly, since it was quite as 
likely to be added by some critics, for the pur- 
pre of strengthening the sense, as by others to 
removed on the score of being superfluous : 
and the vast preponderance of exte evidence 
against it must decide to exclude the particle. 


TIf. 1. The rh» and the qv, cancd by Tis. 2 
& Al. 2, is restored in Tis. 3, who, after com- 
paring the rd before wXoioy, so oft omd in 
several of the most ancient copies, well remarks: 
‘“* Certe non cautum videbatur tali in re tot anti- 
quissimorum testium consensum uni cum paucis 
sociis posthaberi.” To the removal of qe Tis. 
now objects on the score that “ sic absque idod 
vel simili vix invenerise dictum in Marco,” 
whereas, he remarks, yy at the beginning of a 
clause is frequent with him, as i. 13 bis, oF, 

2..I am now inclined to think that rapern- 
pouvro (edd. by Ln.) may have been introduced 
by critl revisers, fr. the 3 passages of Lk., where 
the middle form of wap. occurs; and though 
Lk. uses the acé, in his Gosp., xx. 20, yet there 
only in aor. 1. 

rf Tis. 3 reads xarnyopicovew, fr. CD, & 
aperice what others? I can only add Scr. v, & 

us. 5468. Tis., indeed, remarks that ‘“‘ wher- 
ever the fi. form occurs, some copies, more or 
less, have the conjunct.” But that does not jus- 
tify the adoption of the fut., where only 2 or 3 
copies have it; though it may have been a more 
recondite form. Besides, the confusion of w & 
ov, in most of the more ancient MSS., counter- 
balances the weight of external evidence, and 
hinders, as in not a few other passages, the deter- 
mination of the point of reading. 

For fyecpar, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit &yecpe, fr. 
14 uncials and not a few curss., to wh. I can add 
all the Lam. copies exc. 2, Scr. i, k, 0, v, w, y, 
z, P, & 4 of the best Mus. copies, and though 
internal evidence is in favour of -a:, for reasons 
which will appear from note on Matt. ix. 5, & 
eleewhere, éye:pe may be entitled to adoption. 
As respects Enoay for eEnpauuévny, edd. by Ln., 
Tis. 2, & Al. 2, fr. BL and 102, the reading is, 
as Tis. now sees, ungrounded. 

7. The ete of order pera—advexmp., 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDL & some 


- 8 curss. in the closest connexion with them, is 


not based on competent external authority, and 
not confirmed by internal evidence, it havin 

every appearance of being a mere alteration o 

critics, who did not see that it introduces an 
emphasis out of place. This is far more proba- 
ble, than to suppose that the t. rec. was, as Al. 
thinks, ‘“‘a transpoen for clearness.” Besides, 
the nutural order is more agreeable to the un- 
studied style of Scripture, and as such more 
likely to be genuine. 

Since internal evidence is so strongly in favour 
of eis, here and infra vii. 31, I would now re- 
ceive it, esp. considering that to the authority of 
DHP &, Tis. says, 23 cursives, I can add 6 Lam., 
Scr. s, y, v, z, and 2 Mus. copies. Els with a 
verb of motion, and accus. of place where, even 
though no particular spot be meant, is Hellenis- 
tic Greek, occurring eleewh. in N. T., espy in 
the expression sis ra dpn. 

Tis. 3 now restores #xod0b8noay, with reason, 
since though wA7G0e in plur. be rather rare, it 
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occurs, besides the next verse, at Lu. vi. 17, viii. 
87, xix. 37, & Acts xv. 12, xxv. 29. 

8. For dxovcavrat, dxovovres, wh. is read 
by L., T., & A., fr. BA & 8 curas. in the closest 
connexion with B, is more likely to have arisen 
from inadvertence of scribea, or corrn of critics 
for adaptation to éwole, in so few copies, than 
dxovcavres to have been a correction in ail the 
copies but 10. 

is. 3 has now restored éwole. (for wore?, 
which he had edited with L. & A.). 

11. I would now adopt the plurals i@ecpouy, 
"poeta Troy, and éxpaYov, which I find in not 
a few of the best Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, the sing. having 
doubtless arisen from grammatical] correcn. 

As respects the constrn here of Sray with 
indic. imp, it is said to occur in the present 

alone: but I find it also in Sept., Gen. 
xxxviii. 9, Svay slonpyero: xvii. 11, Sray 
éwnoe: Dan. iii. 7, dray fixovoy: Ex. xvi.3, éray 
RoGlouey &provs, & also, but very rarely, in 
class. writers, as Polyb. xiii. 7, 10, dray wpoo- 
pace, read wpoorjpedce. In all such instances 
it is confined to the narrating of an actual or 
ad tops event, thus denoting whenever, as often 
as the action has taken place. 

12. I still retain @avepdy abrdy, for wh. Ln., 
Tis., & Al. edit airdv pav., for, though it may 
have been adopted from || Matt., it is more prob. 
that ai’rdy dav. w. was a corren of style in this 
Gospel, which did not, however, extend to that 
of Matth. See the note of Tis. supr., v. 11. 
The same remark applies with greater force to 
qonicer edd. by Lan., Tis., & Al., fr. only DKL 


cures, 

25. It is far less likely that t. rec. dévarac 
should have been, as T. & A. su , ** an altera- 
tion for adaptation to v. 24,” than that the duvz- 
cerat of BCLA, & some copies of It. & Vig., 
should have been a correction of style by varia- 
tion of terms. That the former should have 
come into all the MSS. but 4, and all the verss. 
exc. a few copies of the It. & Vulg., is very im- 
probable. 

For ora€yjva, o7 7 vat, edited in this & the 
next verse by Tis. & Al., fr. BCL and 5 curas, 
[add Scr. w'], prob. arose fr. the Latin versions, 

27. 1 now feel less certain as to the genuine- 
ness of 4AX’, before ob dévara:, wh. I received, 
with Tis. & Al., fr. BCLA & 7 curss. in the 
closest connexion with them. External autho- 
rity for it is but slender, and that not strength- 
ened by internal evidence, wh. is rather against 
it, since it is far less likely to have been (as Al. 
supposes) “ removed as superfluous” in all the 
copies bat 11, and all the principal versions, than 
to have been inserted in thos8 11 by critics, for 
the purpose of imparting emphasis to the expres- 
sion, q. d. toe even, a8 in Joh. xvi. 2, 2 Cor. i. 
9, xii. 11, La. xii, 7, et al., and oft in the class. 
writers, 

I still retain the double ton (characteris- 
tic, says Tis., of Mk), for wh. obdeie without od is 
ed. by Gr., Sch., & Ln., fr. almost all the uncials 
& (Tis. says) 130 curss., to which I can add 40 

., Scr., & Mus. copies. After all, however, 
the genuine reading is an open question, and 
connected with that of 4\A’ just before, where 
see note. The ov could scarcely be removed 
“for simplification,” as Al. supposes. And on 
the other hand, the argument of Tis., “ Quis 
tam simplicem dictionem ovdéels dvv. mutaturus 
fuerit ?” is not very cogent, since over nice cri- 
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tics might bring tz the double negation to match 
the aAA’, tmo; and that neither one nor the 
other was read by the 2 Syr., the It. & Vig. 
translators, is a strong attestation of the anti- 
quity, as the overwhelming weight of external 
orc a but Vera the ° ars —— 

its simplicity) of the reading ovdels dvvaras 
without the AX’. 

As ts the transposn of siceA Guy, adopted 
by Tis. 2 fr. BCLA 33 & 102, it is now with 
reason rejected by him, as derived fr. || Matt. 
But it seems rather a crit. corrn of composn. 

28. 1 am now inclined to receive the change 
in position of duaprijpara adopted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al.,fr. ABCDL4A and 46 ancient curss. [add 
Lam. 1188, & Scr. y, z, H, & 2 or3 Mus. copies}. 
The ai wh. I inserted before BAac®@., I can con- 
firm from Lam. 1188, Scr. s, vay? z, H, & Mus. 
11836 & 38, 16183, 19470. For dy, internal 


evidence is strongly in favour of éay, adopted by 
T. & A., fr. BC LA & 3 cursives [add Lam. 
1188 & Scr. y]. 


31. For ot», L., T. 2, & A. read xai, fr. 
BCLA & 4 cursives, their close congeners, with 
the Syr. & Cop. verss., confirmed, Al. thinks, 
by strong tnxternal evidence, it being, he argues, 
‘“‘ very improbable that the simple copula should 
have been changed in order to refer back to v. 
21; but very likely that od», not being under- 
stood, should be altered to the copula.” But 
surely interna] evidence may be urged the other 
way, 28 Tisch. now sees, who restores ovy, re- 
marking: “ody ad v. 21 respiciens offendebat, 
pcr propter eundem versum potest illatum 
credi.” 

1 am now inelined to admit, with Tis. & AL, 
the dard ol d&deXqol adrov, wh. they edit, 
fr. BCDGLA & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1177 & 79, 
Ser. w, y]. For éor@res I am now inclined to 
receive ortxovres, adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BCA & 28. ButlI should prefer éornxores, fr. 
C%3*GL & 3 curse., also, I doubt not, the ortgt- 
nal of B, where the present is a mere error of 
acribe, who had a double reading before him. 
However, there is no ground for either change ; 
still less for the reading xaXouyres for quo. 
just after, as I have shown here, and also at note 
on Joh. x. 3. 

$2. For 6xn. wap. avr., I am now inclined to 
read, with L., T., & A., wep. aur. dyd., fr. 
ABCKLMA and 50 cursives, excl. oF Lam. 
1177, & 78, 79, 88, 89, Scr. 0, w, y, z, H, & 
Mus. 5540 


33. T. & A. read dwoxpBsis avrois Néyer, 
fr. BCLA and a very few cursives; but the per- 
mutation of constrn between verbal and ici- 
pial expressions, though of frequent occurrence, 
was more likely to take place in six copies than 
in all the rest. The 2d pov is cancd by T. & A. 
fr. BD & 102—very insufficient authority, and 
not compensated by internal evidence, which 
draws two ways, and hence Ln. prudently re- 
tained the word. 

35. The ydp after Ss is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. B & 2 copies of the It. vers., as also 
the Cop. & Eth. veres., confirmed, they think, 
by internal evidence, from its being prob. de- 
rived fr. || Matt. But it is more likely that it 
should have been, as yap oft is, omitted in one 
MS. by accident, than inserted in all the rest by 
design fr. Matt. ay judgment as to the merits 
of the reading ra 02As}uara is confirmed by the 
suffrage of Tis. 3, who has now come over to the 
opinion of Lin. & myself, restoring the reading 
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76 OéAnua. He admits that rd 62Anua may 
have come from || Matt.; yet he adds “non 
cautum videbatur hac in re B solum sequi, pre- 
sertim cum et vv. ra GeAnjuara reddere potuis- 
sent.” It is true that Epiphan. adduces from 
the Apocryphal Gospel o Ebion the plur. ta 
OzAnuatra: but both he and the revwser of the 
text of B might choose the plural, because used 
with ra:etv several times in the Sept., and twice 
in the N. T., Heb. xiii. 22, & Eph. ii. 3. But 
the former passage is derived from the Psalm, 
and in the latter worety is not used of Gop, nor 
is OcA. used of the will and command of Gop, 
but only of the inclinations and desires of man. 
The 2d pov is cancd by L., T. 2, and A., fr. 
ABDLA & 19 cursives ladd Lam. 1176, 77, 80, 
Mus. 5107, 16184): but Tis. 3 restores the word, 
very properly, not so much because removed as 
superfiuous, and not found in || Matt., as because 
expunged, from crit] correction, to polish the 
style. 


IV. 1. If there were more authority of cur- 
sives than five for cuvayerat, and at least one 
ancient version, I should be disposed to re- 
ceive it. 

2. For wodvs, Tis. & Al. edit wAsioros, fr. 
BCLA: but internal evidence confirms external 
authority in favour of wodds, it being far less 
probable that +A. should have been altered to 
arok. in all the copies but 4, merely because 
found in the || of Matt., than that oA. should 
have been preferred by some critics, espy as sug- 
gested by ar in some Latin copies, through 
a free rendering being adopted for the purpose of 
equaring with dyAos, the corrector, it seems, 
forgetting that wAzioros is never used with 
3xAoe in the N. T., nor in the Sept., and in the 
class. writers, I believe, only once, in a passage 
of Plato; while, on the other hand, woAve is 
very freq. both in the N. T., Sept., Joseph., 
and class. writers. 

Tis. has now restored the rd which he had, 
with L. & A., cancd, fr. BOKLM & 20 cursives 
{add Lam. 1177, 79, Mus. 5540, 5559, 5647, 
16 184], but, as he quite admits, from having mis- 
conceived the force of the article, pointed out, 
after Middl. & Green, in my notes on Matt. 
viii. 23, xiii. 2, et al. For qv, T. & A. edit 
joa, fr. BCLA & 6 cursives [add Lam. 1188, 
& Scr. y,H]. But tnternal evidence being not 
in its favour (since qoay may be a grammatical 
correction), I still retain the t. rec. 

. Tis. has now restored the trou before 
oweipa: (which he had, with Ln. & Al., cancd, 
fr. B & 102 [add Lam. 1188]), for the same 
reason that I retained it. 

4. rou otp.| The words are absent fr. all the 
Lam. MSS. exc. 1177, nearly all the Scr., and 
all the Mus. copies exc. 5777, 

. The t. rec. d\Ao d& may, as T. & A. } 
think, have come from || Matt. Bat strong ea- 
ternal evidence attests that it did not: and in- 
ternal evidence is at least equally balanced, con- 
sidering that «ai aAXo (adopted by T. & A. fr. 
BCDLMA & 10 cursives only) may have come 
from || Lk. Why Ln., T.2, & Al. should have 
inserted xal before déwov, from B & It. a alone, 
I cannot imagine, since it evidently arose from 
negligence of scribe occasioned by the xal just 

ore and immediately after. Tis. 3 has now 
removed it. 

6. Srs dvitairev 6 Atos may be the genuine 
reading, and the t. rec. may have come fr. 
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|] Matt. But the paucity of uncials and the 
total absence of cursives forbid the adoption of 
the former reading. 

8. For dAdo, iP. 2 & A., not Lach., edit 
&Axa, fr. BCL & 3 cursives in the closest con- 
nexion with them: but Tis. 3 restores dAXo, 
very properly, since it may have been, as he 
thinks, brought fr. || Matt. I am now more in- 
clined to receive ad€avopuevoy, but I still pause 
at the slender evidence,—barely 6 uncials and 
only one cursive. The reading «fs—sIs—els, 
adopted by Tis., I can confirm from Lam. 528, 
1175, 76, 88, and almost all the Mus. copies: 
yet it seems but an alteration for the purpose of 
introducing an easier constrn ; and hence I would 
still retain the t. rec. gv. 

9. 1 have double-bracketed avrots, because it 
rests on very slender authority, and is absent fr. 
all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. Notwith- 
standing internal evidence is in favour of Ss 
éxer, ed. by L., T., & A., yet so slender is the 
external authority (4 acids alone), that we can 
only admit that it may be the genuine reading. 

10. Hpmrycuv] Although there is strong an- 
cient authority for Aowrwy, edited by L., T., & 
A., yet I suspect that it came from, or was sug- 
gested by the || Lk. (éwnparwy), and my sus- 
Dicion is confirmed by éwnp. occg herein D et al. 

13. xal was yuworssOe}] This use of the wae 
interrog., when pointed by the particle «ai tn- 
dtgnantis, serves, as Porson on parle: Phen. 
1373 observes, to expostulation: and he and 
Dind. adduce exx. fr. Aiach. Choeph. 532, 
Agam. 549, and other paesages. Here, however, 
the force of the formula is simply that of ojo 
tion, by glancing an oblique reproof of their 
slowness of understanding, increased by want of 
due attention. The full sense is, “ And how 
then shall ye understand [as it will behove you 
to do] all the parables that I may propound ?” 

15. For t. rec. iv rate xapdlais avrwv, I see 
no sufficient reason to adopt the reading els 
avtovs or évy avrots (which presents a form of 
expression far removed from scriptural sim- 
plicity, and involving something not a little 
wanting in force and energy), esp. on such slen- 
der authority, little strengthened by the surmise 
that the t. rec. was derived fr. the || Matt., 
which, though possible, is very unlikely to have 
been the case in all the MSS. but a very few, 
and the Pesch. Syr. & Vulg. versions. 

18. I am now more inclined to receive xail 
&\XAoc: but I pause at the scantiness of the 
authority, merely 5 MSS. in the closest con- 
nexion. I would now remove the brackets at 
the 2d ovroi eiow, though absent fr. above 
half of the unciale and a great part of the cur- 
sives, including all the Lam. copies exc. 1177, 
all the Scr. exc. s, x, and several Mus. copies, 
because their removal was only another way of 
getting rid of the harshness of supposing the 2d 
obvrol alow as put cla stig in the sense h¢ 
sunt, inquam, whereby there is imparted an in- 
tensity of expression. 

21. After gXeyer T. & A. add dri, fr. BL & 
4 cursives in the closest connexion. It may 
have been removed because thought incon- 
venient; but since, as Tis. observes, the ore 
recttativum oft occurs in Mark, though it is oft 
omitted in some copies more or less, it may, 
perhaps, be admitted into the text. 

For t. rec. 6 aires gpxerat, the position 
fox. & Avy. adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCLA and several curss., occurs also in Lam. 
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1188 & Scr. y & H. But it seems to have 
sprang from a mere crit. correcn. 

For émwireOy, Tis. & Al. read re@y, fr. 
BCDLA and above 60 curss., exclus. of 20 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. They think the 
compound éwir. brought in as a more suitable 
term, and as suggested by || Lk. But it is 
far more probable that iw: was removed by 
critics, in order to strengthen the antithesis. And 
this is confirmed by its absence in the same un- 
cials and others at || Lk., where it is cancd by 
the same editors. In fact, the compound term 
éwir. was, I doubt not, adopted by both the 
evangelists as being almost demanded by pro- 
priety of language. 

22. Tis. 3 has restored vs after tors, wh. he 
had cancd, fr. BCDLA & 60 cures. (add 25 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies}, He and Al. sup- 
pose the rz to have been removed, because not 
found in || Lk. But I should rather think it 
was accidentally omitted, as being absorbed by 
the -rs preceding. The 6 after +: xpuw. is 
cancd by Lan., Tis., & Al., fr. AKL & 20 curss. 

add Scr. of : and it may have come fr. || Lk. 
ut it should rather seem to have been removed 
by critics not perceiving the provincial and 
ellenistic use of édy for dy, wh. has so oft oc- 
casioned the latter to be written for the former. 

For els pay. €A0., Tis. & Al. edit éA6. els 
oats: CDLA & 5 curss. [add Lam. 1188 & 

. y, H], confirmed, they think, by internal 
evidence; for they regard t. rec. as derived fr. 
i} Lk. But that the altern should have come 
into all the MSS. exc. 11, is far less probable 
than that it should have arisen fr. the scholiasts 
or by accidental change of position. 

24, The true origin of the maze of var. lectt. 
here existing is ably pointed out at large by 
Matth. It only remains for me to observe, 
that one reason why the. crit. revisers removed 
the words trois dxovova.w at the end of the 
verse, was because they did not fully understand 
them, taking them to refer to heurtng. only, 
whereas they refer to listening with “ the hearing 
ear of faith,” and thus “believing with the 
heart.” See Joh. viii. 47, and Rev. xxii. 18, 
and comp. Prov, xx. 12 with 2 Kgs. iii. 9. 

25. The gye:, wh. is prob. genuine, is found 
in Lam. 1177, Scr. i, w, z, Mus. 5468, 5777, 
11838, & Cov. 1, passed over by Mill. 

26. Tis. 3 has now restored the éav wh. he 
had, with AL, eaned, fr. BCLA & 1) curss., 
their close congeners—very properly, since in- 
ternal evidence confirms the strongest external 
authority in ite favour. The variety of reading 
here existing ie of such a kind as not to show 
that (as Al. pronounces) ws alone was the original 
text. In fact, the édwy was, I apprehend, removed 
by some critics for the purpose of doing away 
with an unclassical idiom (since a pure Gree 
writer would have written either we el or we 
simply) : while others were content to alter, as 
they perpetually do, the Hellenistic édy into 
the classical dv. Accordingly, if any thing be 
certain, it is that we édv, and not ws, was the 
original reading, 

7. I am now inclined for t. rec. BAaordey, 
to receive BAaora, wh. is at least not in form a 
barbarism ; and though it involves a constrn 
anomalous, yet it is such as is not unexampled 
in the Hellenistic idiom. 

29. The form wapadoi, adopted by La., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BDA, may be the original reading, 
by an anomalous later Gr. form peculiar to Mk, : 
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and indeed it recurs at xiv. 11, & dray wapa- 
Gidor, 1 Cor. xv. 24. But there is need of 
stronger external evidence to justify its reception. 

30. I still continue, with Ln., to reject the 
reading wwe for rev adopted by Tis & AL, 
fr. BCLA & 12 curss. [add Lam. 1188 & Ser. y, 
H], becauge the evidence for t. rec. of all the 
MSS. exc. 17, confirmed by both the Syr. verss., 
the It., & Vig., & others, is not to be set aside 
on the mere surmise of its being derived fr. || Lk. 
The same obtrusion of was for wofas occurs in 
Lk, v. 19. 

In the next clause I should be inclined to 
adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., gy reve, fr. BCLA 
and, Tis. says, 20 cures. [exclus. of Lam. 528, 
1188, & Scr. y, H], were it not that I distrust 
the quarter whence it proceeds. 

For xzapaBov\y wapaBar\wme advtiy just 
after, Ln., Tis., 4 Al. read abriy wapaBodrAy 
Owpev, fr. BCLA and very many curss. in the 
closest connexion. But internal evidence con- 
firms external in favour of the t. rec.; the other 
being too artificial and far-fetched to be genuine, 
indeed manifestly proceeding fr. critics who stum- 
bled at the idiom wapaBoAG wapaf., though 
found occasionally in the purest class. Gr. writers. 

31. On further consideration, I am induced 
to acquiesce in the peeltg xoxkov, for t. rec. 
xoxxe (notwithstanding the harshness it in- 
volves), since it is supported by very stro 
external authority, all the uncials exc. 3, an 
ates 100 curss., to wh. I can add all the 

copies exc. 1177, nearly all the Scr., and 
all the Mus. exc. a few. 

For ds urxporepor—iorl, L., T. 2,& A. read 
MiKporepoy dv wavtwy +. oWepu., fr. BLA [I 
add Scriv. p (or rather its original)}: but Tis., 
3 ed., restores the t. rec., very properly, since 
the reading in question has every appearance, 
as Tis. now sees, of being factitious, 

32. For wavreyv 7. Kay. ueif., L., T. 2, & 
A. read neil. w. rey day., fr. BOEDLMA & 10 
cursives [add Lam. 1188, Scr. y, 2, H]: but 
T. 3 restores t. rec., very properly, since, as he 
observes, the position of the words in those MSS. 
was prob. derived from || Matt. 

For catackyvouy, Tis. 3 adopts catucknyvoi », 
fr. B! & D in || Matt., where Ln. admits the 
ety, though not here. However, the authority 
is so slender as to be inadmissible any where, it 
being a mere barbarism by blunder of scribes. 

36° For wAotapia, L., T. 2, & A. edit wrota, 
fr. ABCDKMA and, T. says, 30 curss. fadd 
Lam. 1177, 79, 88, Scr. i, o, y, z, H, Mus. 5540, 
& Burl. MS.]: but Tis. 3 restores wAordpia, 
remarking that the form, very suitable to the 
phraseology of Mark, is, in ‘hose few passages 
where it occurs, interchanged in many ancient 
copies with wAotov. To suppese, with Al., that 
wXocap. here was derived from Joh. vi. 23 is 
exceedingly improbable. The alteration of 
x\otdpta into wAXota was occasioned not so 
much by the rarity of the term wAodp., as by 
the critics stumbling at the change of terms 
where one alone seemed called for. Now +d 
wXotouw would admit of no alteration, as de- 
noting the boat hired for the especial use 
of our Lord and his apostles. And as to the 
other term, ety, as resulting from &AAa, 
would seem to demand w)ota, and bence the 
reading of many of the most ancient MSS. 
But this perplexity may be removed by pointin 
kai dda i, wAoidpia (ecil. Svta) ny wer 
avrav, and those boats are designated by the 
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term *odpea, as denoting the “ trim-built 
wherries” of which I have spoken in my note. 
The mention of this minute circumstance is 
quite in the manner of Mk., and the informa- 
tion which enabled him to communicate it 
doubtless came from St. Peter. 

37. For dvéu. wey., wey. avém. is edd by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BDLA & 10 curss. in closest con- 
nexion with them. But it was far less likely 
that t. rec. should be transposed in constrn fr. 
l} Lk. in all the copies exc. 14. than that ney. 
dy. should have been written by transpn, either 
inadvertently, or Gevienen!y. as suggested by the 
Syr. & Lat. verss., in a few very ancient ori- 
ar The same remark apps to the xai ra, 

or va 62, adopted from nearly the same uncials 

(though fewer cursives) by L., T., & A.; yet it 
is posstble that ra dé may have arisen from cor- 
rection of composition ; but that it should have 
got into all the copies exc. 10 or 11 is very im- 
probable. I would now adopt meydAn avéuov, 
the reading of BCDLA, together with some 
versions, since it is confirmed by internal evi- 
dence—the t. rec. being apparently a correction 
for the sake of imparting greater compactness 
and neatness of composition. 

38. T. 3 restores dtay. (for éy., adopted by 
T., L. 2, & Al.)—very properly, since the comp. 
éce'y. might be derived from || Lk., so might the 
simple (ae from || Matt.; and the extreme 
scantiness of evidence existing for éy. discoun- 
tenances its claim to reception. 

40. ottrws is cancd by Ln. & Tis. 2, fr. BCLA 
& 6 curss., with the It., Vig., & Cop. verss.; 
but restored by Tis. 3, who remarks that “the 
word was permolestum, and hence some critica 
omitted it, while others transferred it to the rez 
preceding.” Its omission was, he thinks, occa- 
sioned by the || Matt. But it would rather 
seem to have been removed by critics, who 
thought the wording overloaded, not considering 
that so earnest an expostulation required a more 
than usual fulness of expression. 


V. 1. [still retain Tadapnvwy, declining to 
receive Tepacnviwyv, both on the score of its in- 
sufficient authority [BD], and its being opposed 
by internal evidence, as I have shown. Thus 
it remains to choose between t. rec. Tadap. and 
Tepyec., of wh. the latter is found in LUA &, 
Tis. says, 27 curss, [add Lam. 1188, Ser. f H, 
Mus. 1810, 5107, 14774] insomuch that, had it 
a greater weight of authority, it might be thought 
the genuine reading: but, as the state of the 
evidence stands, ['adap. seems alone entitled to 
be considered the true reading. The same con- 
flicting evidence recurs at Lk. viii.20; yet there 
the balance inclines even more decidedly in 
favour of T'udap., for a reason wh. will appear 
from my Excursus at vol. i. p. 891 and 2. 

2. For é£eAOdvri cbrw, Im. reads éEeAOorroe 
abou, fr. BCLA etal. [add Lam. 1188,Ser. y, H); 
while Tis. & Al. retain t. rec., with reason, since 
external authority is too slender to warrant the 
change, and internal evidence forbids it, from 
its having every appearance of being a mere critl 
altern introduced, as in a multitude of other 

. for the purpose of getting rid of the 
tautological tition of avr, and not, as Al. 
thinks, for “that of mending the Hellenistic 
constrn, wh. is founded on erroneous Vipriaeas & 
the same constrn occurring, as I could show, in 
the purest class. writers, from Homer, Hdot., 
and Thucyd, downwards. 
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3. I still decline to receive, for ddvceot, 
aXvoet, both on account of the insufficiency of 
external, and the deficiency of internal, evidence 
to compensate for the failure. ‘To suppose the 
singular altered to the plur. in all the MSS. exc. 
4 or 5, and all the verss. exc. 2 Lat. copies, in 
order, as Al. alleges, ‘“‘ to suit the following,” 
involves the greatest improbability. Why Mk. 
should not have used ¢wo plurals, as did Lk., is 
more than can be accounted for. In fact, aXvoee 
arose, 1 suspect, fr. one or two ancient originals, 


where aAvcecr being at the end of a line, and 


-o« expressed by abbrevn, the word was taken 
by some tranecriber for aAvcet. 

I am now inclined to admit, with Tis. & Al., 
ovxért before videis, fr. BCDLA 13, 28, 69, 
346, Ital. & Vig., since it may have been cancd 
on account of the recurrence of the negation, as in 
a similar case at Lk. xxii. 15, where what I have 
said confirme the genuineness of the particle here. 

5. I can strengthen the external evidence 
existing for év rote pony. x. &. 7. Op., fr. Lam. 
1177, 78, 79, 88, Scr. 1, m, n, w, y, z, H, and 
Mus. 1810, 5550, 11836, and 8, and the Burley 
MS., and the reading is confirmed both by the 
versions and by internal evidence, inasmuch as, 
being the less obvious constrn, it was more 
likely to be moditied by crit] revision. 

6. For léwy 62, Tis. & Al. read xul idwy, fr. 
BCLA & 5 curss. in the closest connexion with 
them—very insufficient eaternal, while ixternal 
evidence does not compensate for the slender- 
ness of external, since ldé&y dé was far less likely 
to have come (as Tis. & Al. aver) fr. || Lk., by 
alteration in all the copies but 9, than that «ail 
lémv should have arisen fr. crit. altern of constrn 
in those nine. 

For adtw after roocexivnos ACLA & 15 
curss. have ai-rov, wh. is adopted in Tis. 3, but 
on insufficient authority; though internal evi- 
dence is in its favour. 

7. Lam now inclined, for efwe. to read, with 
Tis. & Al., Aéye, fr. ABCKLMA and, Tie. 
says, 30 curss. [add Lam. 1178, 79, 88, Scr. o, 
w, y, Zz, H, Mus. 1810, 5540, 5559, and the Burl. 
MS.] The Ayes was prob. altered to slwre by 
crit, revisers for the purpose of removing a tau- 
tology with Aéyec at next verse. 

. For cor Svone, Lno., Tis., & Al. read 
dvoua ao, fr. ABCKLMA & 25 curss. [add 
Lam. 1177, 88, Scr. w, H]}. The t. rec. may 
have come fr. || Lk.; but that is very impro- 
bable. For dwexpitn Aéywv, Tis. & Al. read 
Aéye: autw, fr. ABCKLMA & 25 curss. [add 
Lam. 1]77, 88, Scr. 0, w, y, z, H, Mus, 5540, 
5531, 5647, 118:8, and the Burl. MS., with 
several verss.] And since internal evidence is 

uite in its favour, I am inclined to think it 
the genuine reading. 

For Asyedy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read Atyces, fr. 
BICDLA 69, Syr. & Cop., It. & Vig. veras. 
But it was far more likely to be altered in 6 
copies fr. those verss., as the true spelling of tle 
Lat, word, than to have been altered in al] the 
Gr. copies but 6 to Aryedy fr. || Lk. Besides, 
Asyewy recurs at v. 15 in all the copies exc. 3— 


not to say that in the passage of Lk. Aryraw is 


found in 2 of the 14 uncials, D & L; and hence 
appears the hand of alteration equally busy in 
all three paseages. That Matt. wrote Asyewy 
there is not the least reason to doubt; and se 
why should not Mark? Yet that Agy:ww was 
algo in some use in certain countries, appears fr. 
an Argive inscrip. found in Boeckh, vol. 


H 
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i. p. 582, No. 1128, 6, and another in No. 
11235, 


12. For wapexdXsocav, wapexddovy is read 
in 4 uncials and 15 cures. [I add Mus. 16943 & 
Scr. w]: but internal evidence does not com- 

nsate fer insufficient external, since it was far 
ess likely that wapexaddXuuy, if the ori,;inal 
reading, should have been altered to wapexd- 
Azcay in all the copies exc. 21, than that in 
those few wapexdAeouv should have been 
changed to wapexadovv, fr. || Matt. (where 
there is no var. lect.), just as wapexaXzoay for 
wapexddovy was brought in at || Lk. by other 
critics. 

I would now remove the brackets beth at 
wavres and at of daiu., both of wh. are cancd 
in Tis. 2 & Al. 2, but restored in Tis. 3, who 
well acceunts for the removul of both, remark- 
ing: ‘“‘ Videbatur molestum additamentum ; 
hine ahi cam Luca proreus omiserunt (removed 
both words), alii certe wayres ad modum Mat- 
thei delevere,”—and no wonder, since they oft 
stumbled at the word, ds will appear fr. note on 
Lk. vi. 26. 

13. 1 am surprised that Tis. should still ex- 
clude jjoay de before we d:oylAro, the words 
being supported by all the MSS. but 7, and 
confirmed, as I have shown, by strong internal 
evidence. 

14. For ol 8 Boax., L., T., & A. read xai of 
pen fr. ABCDMA & 23 curss. [add Lam. 

188], and internal evidence is equally balanced. 
The reading may have been derived fr. {| Matt., 
but wd not have come into all the copies exc. 
comparatively a few. Hence I doubt not that 
the reading of AB, &c., came from alteration of 
critics, who often cpenee the 8 after a com- 
mencing word into «ai placed before the word— 
a constrn oft oceg in John and Matt., but not in 
Mark. I am still of the same opinion as to the 
genuineness of roves yxorpods, cancd by L., T., & 
A., fr. BCDLA and 4 or 5 cursa. in the closest 
connexion [add Lam. 1177, which, however, has 
not avrovs]: and internal evidence confirms 
strong external authority, eonsidering that it 
was far lese likely to be, as A]. supposes, a corrn 
Jor perspicuity than one to impart neat brevity. 

or aviyyetXay, the reading wh. I adopted, 
éayyy., 1 can now confirm fr. Lam. 1178 and 
88, Scr. 0, w, y, 2, Mus. 16183, 14774, et al. 

For 2&7 ow, the reading )\Ouv, edd by Ln., 
Tis, & Al., fr. ABKLNU &, Tis. says, 32 
curss. [add Lam. 1188 & Scr. y,.z), may have 
been derived fr. |} Lk. & Matt.; but is more 
probably genuine. 

15. «ai before iuartopévoy is cancd by Ln., 
Tis, & Al., fr. BDLA & 16 cures. [add Mus. 
5559, 14774, 17470, eet but restored by 
Tis. 3, rightly, since internal evidence confirms 
the strongest external in support of the word, 
from ita being far more likely that the particle 
was removed as unnecessary, and not found in 
{| Lk., than that, as Al. thinks, it was supplied 
in all the copies but eomparatively a few. 

16. For xai éiyy., 6 uncials and, Tis. says, 
100 curss. [I add Lam. 528, 1175, 76, 77, 78, 92, 
Ser. h, i, k, 1, m, n, 0, p, ¢ r, 8, v, Mus. 1810, 
5107, 5540, 11836, 8 and 9, 16184, i 6943, 17740, 
17982] have ény. d2, wh., however, seems 8 
mere crit. correcn suggested oY || Lk. 

18. For éiuSavros, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
éiuBaivovros, fr. ABCDKLMA and 28 curss. 
add Lam. 1179, 88, Scr. o, w, y, z, H, Mus. 
540, 5559, 11836]: and I am induced to adopt 
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it, internal evidence confirming strong external 
in its favour, since the t. rec. seems an alteration 
of revisers, though founded in error, for the 
purpose of effecting an accordance with |j Lk., 
though the two accounts, properly discussed, do 
not disagree. 

For Fi nev’ avrov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read per’ 
evtou ¢. fr. ABCKLMUA and 27 curss. [ada 
Lam. i559, 80, 88, Scr. o, w, y, 2, H, Mus. 
1810, 5540]: and as internal evidence is in ite 
favour, from its being the Jess usual mode of 
expression, it is prob. the genuine reading. The 
other, besides being the more usual order (so 
supr. iti. 14, wa wot per’ adrov), might be 
suggested by || Lk. 

49. For ovx dqijxey a., internal evidence is 

uite in favour of xal od« adi. a. edd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCKLMA 1, 33, 102, & (Tis. 
says) 30 other cures., to wh. add Lam. 1179—80, 
Ser. 0, w, y, Zz, Mus. 5540, etal. For dvayy., . 
I have adopted awayy., with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. only BCA 50, 258, because internal evidence 
compensates for the slenderness of external, 
since avayy. seems to have come fr. the scho- 
liasts. owever, considering that dv and dw 
are very oft confounded by scribes (see Bast on 
Gregor. p. 922), and that the state of the evi- 
dence at Joh. x. 15, xvi. 25, points the other 
way, I should be disposed to recall avdyy. here, 
were not dwayy. entitled to the preference as 
being the more sppropnee term to denote the 
announcing tidings of events that have taken 
place. See my Lex. N. T. in v. 

For Sca cot 6 xpros, the reading Soa 6 xv. 
eot, edd by Ln. & Tis., fr. BCA, may be the 

enuine one, and t. rec. derived fr. the order 
ound in || Lk.; but the slenderness of external 
evidence forbids its adoption. For t. ree. éwroi- 
noe, I still retain mewoinxe, as demanded by 
overpowering external evidence, to wh. I can 
add nearly 30 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, con- 
firmed by no small smount of infernal, since the 
other is prob. a mere corrn of revisers to match 
with #Aénoe following, and suggested by the 
éwoinaoe of Lk. 

22. ido caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDLA 
& 102, may have come fr. || Matt. & Lk.; but 
mei is wanting far stronger proof to evince that 
it did. 

23. Tae yetpas avrg is edd by Ln., Tis., & 
AL, fr. BCLA and 8 curses. But besides that 
external evidence is insufficient, internal is ad- 
verse, considering that the variation in order 
was prob. derived fr. |} Matt. For drws, dva is 
edd by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. only 5 uncials & 6 
cures. in the closest connexion therewith—au- 
thority insufficient, as in a similar instance at 
Matt. xii. 17, to justify its reception. Besides, 
as Mk. uses Owwe with subjunct. at least once 
elsewh. (iii. 6), why should he not here? As 
respects the next verb, I should be disposed to 
receive {non for t. rec. beards. were there 
more authority for it, and not the very same 
MSS. alone as before. It is trne that (ijo7 is, 
as Tis. observes, the less usual form, and oft 
altered to {4oera:, prob. derived fr. a scholiast 
or a mm] correcn; but stronger external 
authority is indispeneable to its adoplion. 

For kav rwv ipariwyv a. aw. Tis. & Al. 
read gay avy. xnav rwy iua., fr. BICLA, Ev. 49, 
regarding the t. rec. as “‘a transpn fur simplifi- 
cation.” But that it should have come into 
all the copies exc. 5 is far less credible than that 
the other reading shd have been a crit. emendn, 
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as indeed is evident fr. its artificial cha- 
racter. 

33. Tis. 3 has restored the é7’ before avr7, 
mainly for the reasons wh. induced Ln. and 
myself to retain it ; and he subjoins some weighty 
paleographical remarks in confirmation. 

34, For Ouyarep, I would now read Ouyarnp, 
on competent evidence, and for reasons wh. will 
appear fr. note on Lk, viii. 48. 

36. On further consideration of the awkivard- 
ness, rather than, as Tis. says, extreme difficulty 
connected with the first words of this verse, [ 
think that Tis. 2 wrongly cancels evt'éws, on con- 
siderable evidence, theugh confined to one class of 
copies and against internal evidence, as Tis. now 
sees, who has in ed. 3 restored the word, which was 
very oft tampered with by critics. As regards the 
next word, Iam now induced to adopt as genuine 
wapaxovcas, though on the slender authority of 
only BLA It. e, but confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, since it was not unlikely that t. rec. 
a&xove, should have been introduced fr. || Lk. by 
critl revisers not understanding the force of the 
term wapax., owing to its bearing a sense not 
likely to be known to them, namely, ‘having 
overheard ;” a sense which I have already esta- 
blished on the authority of 4 passages of the 
class. writers, not only the early and pure, as 
Aristoph. & Plato, but the later Gr. of lian 
& Lucian, nay, even occurring in Jos. Antt. xv. 
3. 5, wdXat wapakynxows bréiv THS Evuoppius 
éruyyave, though in a figurative sense, caught 
up the rumour of. Accordingly it might well be 
that Mk., as well as Jos., should have known of 
and used the term. 

37. Tam now induced to adopt, with Tis. & 
Al., wet’ adrov for aire aud cuvaxon., fr. 
BCLA, since internal evidence is strongly in its 
favour, as being the simpler reading, and that 
fr. wh. the other may have arisen, by the altera- 
tion of critics, in orler to bring in a constrn more 
agreeable to ordinary usage—not bearing in 
mind that these ducutiones pregnantes, by wh. 
two forms of expression are blended, occur in 
the best writers, as Plato, p- 464 A, cuvaxodod- 
Occ ped” aucov. Diod. Sic. xiii. 62, uel’ wv 
cuvnxoX\0U0ncay. Menand. ap. Bekk. Anecd. 
368. 10, cvvuxodou8eT ed” hucav. 

38. I am now disposed to regard tpyovrat, 
not spyerat, as the genuine reading, because 
supported by no inconsiderable amount of ex- 
ternal authority.—to wh. I can add Scr. v, Mus, 
1810, 5107, 5777, 11839, 16943, 16183, 19387, 
& Cov. 1, omd by Mill, confirmed by It., Cop., 
& Vig. verss..—and by internal evidence, since 
Zpxera: might very well arise, not so much “ fr. 
crit. conformation to the following Oewpe7,” as 
Al. supposes, but fr. involuntary miscopying of 
scribes, especially by their confounding the ab- 
breviations with the terminations denoting 
—eTai and —ovrat. 

40. For dravras, ravtas, wh. I edited, is 
in almost all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, and 
indeed in B, teste Mato. ‘Avaxsiy. is abs. 
fr. almost all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, 
and doubtless arose fr. the scholiasts and the 
verss. 

41. I am now inclined to think, with Tis., 
that, for xovms, xovp (or rather xovm) is the 
genuine reading, since, besides BCLM & 20 
curss., l find it in Lam. 1176, 79, Scr. k, m, n, 

, z, and Mus. 11836—8, 9, 14774, 16184, 16943. 
t was, I apprehend, the form in popwar use; 
aud xovu: an emendn derived fr. the regular 
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form in the language of books. Iam also inclined 
to receive the reading ‘TaA2:6d, fr. BL 346, con- 
firmed by those ancient copies, as Lam. 1175, 
wh. have TaAd18a, by itacism. 

For zyetpat, | would now edit zyerpe, fr. 
almost all the uncials and many of the most 
ancient curss. [add Lam. 528, 1175, 76, 77, 92, 
Scr. k, 0, v, w (not i, 2, attests Scr.)j]. See note 
on Matt. ix. 5, Eph. v. 14, Mk. ii. 9, 11, 
iii. 3. 

43. For yu, the reading yvot, edd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., rests only on the authority ‘of 
ABDL. Butas it is the most ancient, it may 
be the genuine reading; but, if so, it must be 
the opt. contract (Attice) for ywuin, of wh. exx. 
occur in Soph. Antig, 926, yvotuev for yvol- 
nev, and Phil 524, yvoter, Plato, p. 639, 
yvocev for yvoincav, Soph. Phil. 525, yvotey, 
Orph. Argon. 1211, yuotev, as Dind. emends for 
the corrupt reading yuev. And soin Archyt. ap. 
Stob. Eclog. p. 724, for yuwmevread yvotuev. It 
might, indeed, seem that the evangelist was not 
likely to use so rare an Atticism. Yet its use 
by Archyt. & Orph. carries back the idiom te 
the Ionic and Doric Greek; and hence it may 
have had place in the ordinary Greek dialect, 
and so have been communicated to the Alexan- 
drian and provincial Greek, and consequently 
been used in the Syrian Greek, of which many 
traces exist in the N. T., esp. in the present 
Gospel, where alone this idiom occurs, and there 
only twice. 


Vi. 1. Iam now less inclined to adopt, for the 
2nd yAGev, Epyerar, on the authority of 
BCLA alone, esp. since internal evidence is at 
least equally balanced, considering that, though 
the narrat. pres. is sometimes altered by critics 
into the impf. or aor., yet the reverse oova- 
sionally occurs, “HAUe cannot well have come, 
as Al. avers, fr. || Matt. It would rather seem 
that goyerus was brought into the above MSS. 
by critics for the purpose of removing a flaw in 
composition aeavly allied to tautology, which 
Orig., we see, removed in another way by ex- 
punging the words preceding xaé eEnAVey ExerO., 
thus adapting the reading to that of || Matt. 

2. Tis. 3 now restores the order as it stands in 
t. rec., gv TY ouv. dtddox., justifying the step by 
competent reasons. _ 

Before woAdXoi, Ln., Tis., & A. prefix oi, fr. 
BL 13, 28, 69, 346, & Al. pronounces it to have 
been ‘ omitted as superfluous.” But surely the 
presence of of in a small knot of copies in the 
closest connexion is of slender weight. And 
though Tis. appeals to in/?. ix. 26 asa case in wh. 
the art. has been similarly expunged, yet it is quite 
as likely to have been obfruded there. See my 
note. Here at least the oi was more likely to 
have originated fr. the of preceding, than to have 
been absurbed therein: and both cases have oc- 
curred, as I have there shown. Moreover, the 
sense yielded by woAAoi without of is more 
simple and natural. 

or aitw, after do0etca, Tis. 2 & Al. read 
route, fr. BCLA : though in ed. 3, Tis. restores 
aura, thinking it far more likely that rovre 
should have been substituted for avrw fr. the 
preceding rovrw, where there is no variation, 
than that avre should have been gratuitously 
put in its place; and he pronounces the avr 
introduced 3 Matt. xiii. 56. It may have been 
suggested by it, and caught up by critics unac- 
quainted with the nice propriety connected with 
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the use of ards as compared with otros, espy 
when coming afer it. 

As respects the ér: before «ai, wh. I have 
bracketed, the were aes it is very insuffi- 
cient; and it seems to have been merely a sup- 
plemental particle, to fill up an imperf. constrn ; 
though it does not effect that purpose, any more 
than the other two modes resorted to—iva for 
kai, and yiopusevas for yivovracin BLA. The 
t. rec. without the S7: 1s doubtless the genuine 
one, however it may seem wanting in neatness 
of'style; though that want will be less observ- 
able by regarding xai ris 7—av7q@ as an inter- 
posed independent clause, pointing thus: ravra; 
kai tis 9 copia 4 608. autw !—«ai cere wO- 
Oey) r.—yivoyvrat. The interposed clause (sup- 
posed to have come fr, a distinct class of pebeai 
may be best rendered : ‘‘ Yea, what (how great ! 
is the wisdom given to him!” 

3. For 'lwoy, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit "Two7- 
ror. fr. BDLA & 7 curss., 5 of them their close 
congeners. The same reading recurs at xv. 40 
& 47, in the same uncials, though ecarcely any 
curss. However, its reception depends upon the 

uestion, whether ’{wo7s—elsewhere a noun in- 
declinablo--was ever declinable. I suspect that 
the reading had no better foundation than some 
corrupt copies of the It. vers. (of wh. we have 
one example in the cod. Vercell.), from wh. it 
came into the Cop. vers., wh. often closely fol- 
lows Lat. copies. 

4, For ZAeye 62, Ln., Tis., & Al. read xai 
ZA\sye, fr. BCDLA 33, and the It., Vig.. & Wis 
verss., regarding the t. rec. as derived fr. || Lk. 
It may be so, but it is very unlikely to have so 
taken place, that the reading should have come 
into all the copies exc. siz: neither is the simi- 
larity so exact as it would thus have been. 

For avy avéiow, Tis. 3 adopts —svor, fr. 
BD (?)EFGHLUOVA & 17 curss. [add Lam. 
1179, Scr. i, 8, w, Mus. 5777,8. m., 5559, 16183, 
16943]: and it is proby the genuine reading, 
thus presenting one of the forms of the ordinary, 
perhaps provincial and Syriac, Greek, such as 
occurs also, it would seem, at Lk. ii. 44, where 
see note. The word is not a Larbarism, nor even 
an anomaly, it being regularly formed fr. cvyye- 
veds, wh., however rare, is found several times, 
both in the nom. & accus. sing. & dat. plur., in 
Joh. Malala, referred to by Dindorf on Steph. 
Thes. in v.. esp. cuyyevsvor in p. 94, 6, to wh. 
he adds 1 Macc. x. 89, Ephr. Syr. t. iii. 253, 
& an Italian inscrip. ap. Boeckh. t. ii. p. 897. 
After ovyy. I would now, with Ln, & Tis., 
subjoin abtyv, fr. BCKLM3A 28, 218, 235, 48 
Ev. [add Lam. 528, Scr. z, Mus. 17740], con- 
firmed by internal evidence, since it was far 
more likely to have been removed as unnecessary, 
than inserted for any cause whatever. 

8. It is very possible that the transposn, uy 
Gpr., ui wo. presented by BCLA 33, Scr. z 
sem., P, may be the genuine reading, and the t. 
rec. @ mere improvement of order, suggested by 
|| Lk., where there is no variation of reading. 
But it is more probable that in that little knot of 
cognate copies the transposn arose fr. the care- 
Jeasness of the scribe of some archetype. 

9. For ivévcacta:r, ivdianoa@s appears to 
be the true reading, having besides the support 
of internal evidence, a large amount of ezternal, 
as existing in all the uncials & very many curss. 
exclus. of all the Lam. exc. 1175—77—79, all 
sas exc. o, u, w, and all the Mus. exc. 
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ll. For dco: dv pt) ditwvra:, Tis. & Al. 
read Os dv Towos at deEnras, fr. BCLA 13, 28, 
69, 124, 346, Cop., Syr., P, m, g; while Ln., 
with Gr, & Sch., retains t rec., whether rightly 
it is not easy to say. The point depends mainly 
on the just weighing of internal evidence, to 
ascertain whether it will compensate for the 
slenderness of external. The t. rec. may have 
been, as Tis. & Al. suppose, derived fr. || Lk. 
But the reading of C & other cognate copies is 
manifestly derived fr. || Matt. And so to a cer- 
tain degree may that of B&c. It would seem 
that some critics, of whose labours we find 
traces in BCD 33, preferring the singular (wh., 
indeed, has more of class] propriety), and per- 
ceiving it in |] Matt., were willing to adopt it, 
but stumbling at the non-correspondence of os 
with éxelyns woA. (wh. D & its fellows cancel) 
were induced to remove the objection by bring: 
ing in tdéwos (prob. fr. the scholiasts), whic 
would well match with éxei¥ev, This suppo- 
sition seems to supply the best ar Ai unloc ing 
of the mystery. tt is plain that Mk. employe 
éxei¥ey to avoid the awkwardness of éxeivns 
in both || Matt. & Lk.; but that would not 
oblige him to adopt the sing. dé y7raz fr. Matt., 
though he derived from thence the unde dxovc. 

As regards the words duty Aéyo vutv—wor se 
éxeivn, the arguments against their authenticity 
are not so strong as they have been represented 
by the recent editors. The canons of Euseb. 
may with more reason be adduced for than 
against the passage. As to the Monotesseron 
of Ammonius, and the Lat. version of Victor, 
they have no weight to decide the question. 
That the scholiasts do not xotice the words does 
not prove their absence, since they had treated 
on them elsewh. So Euthym., after adducing 
the words, refers for their explanation to the 
passage of Matt. Thus internal evidence is not 

inst the passage ; and eaternal is quite in its 
Jioir. since it is contained, I believe, in all the 
MSS. exc. BCDLA, & a very few cures., con- 
firmied by both the Syriac verss., & the It. & 
Cop. verss. 

2. For éxsjouccoyr, éxriputav, adopted by Tis, 
& Al., fr. BCDLA, may be the true reading, 
but the insufficiency of external evidence forbids 
its adoption. Al. pronounces t. rec. ‘“ corrected to 
&£éBadAov below :” rather, I would say, accom- 
modated to the 3 verbs in the impf. Though 
indeed that depends upon the punctuation, which 
seems best adjusted as in the early edd., & our 
English vers., xal—peravowow: Kai acm. 
Render: “ And they went and preached, that 
men should repent: they also cast out many 
devils, and they anointed and healed them.” 
This indeed rather tends to confirm éxjpusay, 
and the Ist aorist form occurs also at Matt. x. 
27, Mk. xvi. 20, Acts x. 37, 2 Cor. xi. 4, 1 Thess. 
ii. 9,1 Pet. iii. 19. Yet the imperf. occurs in 
Acts viii. 5, ix. 20. And considering the rare 
occurrence of éxypuocoy there is little doubt 
that é&:jpvEav was merely a crit. corrn. For t. 
rec. metavonjowot, Ln. & Al. edit perarowa, 
fr. BCL, regarding the former as a mere gramm. 
corrn. But so variable and mutable are the 
critics, that the corrn might arise in the other 
quarter. 

14, For fyép6n, Tis. & Al. edit dvécrn, fr. 
AK & 12 cures, [add Lam. 1179, Scr. 0, w, 
Mus. 5540]: while Ln. reads iynyspra:, fr. 
BDLA & 33 [add Mus. 14774]. But if any 
change be made, the former would be preferable, 











MARK VI. 15—837. 


esp. since Ayép0n may have come fr. || Matt. 
& Lk. o 


15. The é2 after the first 2\Xox, abs. in t. rec., 
is found in 11 uncials & nearly 40 curss., exclus. 
of Lam. 1178, 79, 94, Scr. h, 0, w, & a few Mus. 
copies. It is prob. genuine, and may have been 
expunged in the great majority of MSS. for the 
purpose of removing a fautulogy ; which is con- 
firmed by the fact, that V & nearly 40 curss., 
wh. have the first dé, omit the second. ’Eor7i, 
after rpopytns, is cancd by Tis. & Al., on the 
authority of BCLA, 5 curss., & Orig.; while 
Ln. brackets it, which may be justified, consider- 
ing that when the # just after was inserted, iori 
might seem necessary. 

6. For elwrey, This & Al. ed. dreyev, fr. 
BCLA 33,—insufficient authority ; though some- 
what confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch 
as elwev may have come fr. || Matt. & Mk., but 
surely not so as to have been introduced into 
all the copies exc. 5. It is more probable that 
ZAeye was introduced instead of ele by critics, 
who have elsewh. so oft made the same change. 

The words odtos éotiv, cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BDLA & 4 curss. in the closest connexion 
with them, may have been, as Tis. & Al. think, 
inserted fr. || Matt. But much stronger evi- 
dence is needed to prove that they were. The 
words were, I suspect, cancd for the purpose of 
removing a fancied pleonasm : for pleonasm there 
is none, but rather a more forcible mode of ex- 
pression, well adapted to the éyw emphatic; and 
we may best render thus: “ ’Tis John, whom I 
myself beheaded—that is he! he is risen from 
the dead!” ’Ex vexpwv may, as Tis. & Al. 
think, have been added fr. || Lk.: but the evi- 
dence that the two words were is so scanty (only 
BLA 33, 102), that it is more prob. they were 
removed by critics who thought them super- 
fluous and tautological. 

17. I have brackd the ry, not cancelled it, 
since however strongly its absence is attested 
Camgdees by nearly all the Lam, Scr., & 

us. copies), the reading at || Matt. & Lk. iii. 
20, is doubtful. and the presence or absence of 
the art. is elsewh. variable & uncertain. 

22. For xai dpecaons, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
fipecev, fr. BCL 33: and Al. pronounces t. rec. 
**a corrn to help the constrn.” But taking this 
reading in conjunction with that found in those 
same MSS. (and no others) just after, o 6? Buc. 
elwe,it is plain that the two readings form a 
mere crit. currn to polish the style. 

24. Ln.. with reason, rejected the «ai for 4 
é2, now adopted by Tis. & Al., because of the 
extreme slenderness of external evidence, esp. 
since it is not compensated by tnternal, it bein 
less likely that 7 d& should have been introduce 
into all the copies exc. 4 (BLA 33), fr. || Matt., 
than that it should hive been ati to nai for 
the purpose of removing a éuutology. 

laa new inclined to adopt, with Ln., Tis., 
& <Al., for altijcona, altrycwpmai, trom 
ABCDGLA & 9 curss., exclus. of Lam. 1177, 
87, 92, Ser. x, Mus. 5468, 11839, 17982. For 
Baxwriatov, I would now receive Sawrti{ovros, 
were the external evidence stronger than it is 
[only BLA 28, 33), though internal is in its 
favour, since the unusual form, occurring only 
supr. v. 14, may have been altered to the usual 
found in || Matt. 

25. For wo: dus iF avris, L., T., & A. edit 
if aur. da: po, fr. BCILA, & the Syr., It., 
g., & Cop. veres., very insufficient authority, 
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espy since internal evidence is adverse, it being 
more likely that an alteration of position, ec 
savouring of crit. corrn, should have crept into 
those 4 copies than have been introduced into 
all the rest. 

26. For cuvavaxetuévouvs, Tis. & Al. edit 
avanetn., fr. BLA & one curs.; and internal 
evidence does not help insufficient external, since 
the ovy was far less likely to have been inserted 
fr. || Matt. in all the MSS. exc. 4, than to have 
been accidentally lost in those 4, the preposn, 
written in abbreviation by o, being, as oft, ab- 
sorbed in the s preceding. 

For airihy &0er., Tis. & Al. edit 20. abripp, 
fr. BCLA: but, though internal evidence is 
rather in its favour, the extreme slenderness of 
external forbids the change. 

27. omenovAatopa, which I have adopted, ia 
found in almost all the uncials, & in 34 cursives, 


““apecul. is himself said to have brought the 
head.” That éex@. should, as Al. pronounces, 
have been “altered in all the MSS. exc. three, 
merely to suit the dv07qvax in || Matt.,” is far leas 
credible, than that évsy@. was a mere crit. corrn 
to ease a harshness of constrn. 

28. For o dé, Ln., Tis., & Al. read «ai, fr. 
BCDL & 3 curss. [add Scr. y], & the Syr., It., 
Vig., & Cop. verss, But the latter seems a mere 
alteration dictated by critical caprice. 

30. The «ai before ca is caned by L., T., & 
A., fr. BCDELVA and, Tis. says, 35 cursives 
p add Lam. 528, 1176, Scr. s, v, y, H, Mus. 

777, 5559, 11838, et al.]. But internal evi- 
dence is rather adverse, since the xai was more 
likely to have been removed as superfluous, or 
passed over inadvertently in a comparatively few 
copies, than to have been added in all the rest 
“ to correspond to xai dca.” 

31. For nuxaipouv, I would now edit evx., 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 10 uncials and ver 
many curss., exclus. of most of the Lam. & 
Scr., & almost all the Mus. copies. 

32. For ax7n\0ov, EFGHLVTA & 36 curss., 

exclus. of Scr. bh, i, k, q, 8, v, and some Mus. 
copies, have 4474 \Gev, wh. howr cannot be right. 
In fact, it is a mere error of scribes, though 
pointing at the true reading, wh. | have no doubt 
is dwn\Bav, on wh. Alexn form see my note 
infr. xiii. 15. 
. 33, Tis. 3 has restored iwréyvwoay, rightly, 
since prepositions in composn are oft, by being 
expressed abbreviatim, and kept apart fr. their 
verbs, omitted by inadvertence of scribes. 

36. Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. cancel the words dp- 
tous, yap & oux éy., fr. BDL & 10 copies of the 
It. vers. But Tis. 3 has restored them, remark- 
ing that one may well account for the removal, 
but not for the exsertion of the words. In short, 
we may plainly discern the hand of misplaced 
criticism employed in improving the composition, 
esp. by compression. 

I should be disposed to read, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., for dsaxoc. syv., Snv. dtax., fr. 
every uncial of any note and, Tis, says, 70 
curss. (to wh. I add all the Lam. exc. 3, all the 

Scr.exc p,and all the Mus. copies exc. 3), were 


54 


it not that internal evidence jis in favour of t. 


rec. from its greater simplicity. 
38. xai before idere is cancd by T. & A., fr. 
BDL & 6 cursives, with the Syr. & Cop. verss., 


and 2 copies of the Ital. vers. 1 can only add 
Mus. 11839 & 17741, and internal evidence is 
adverse, considering that the cai was more likely 
to be removed by crit. corrn, than added for no 
particular reason. See note on Matt. xviii. 15. 

40. I am now inclined to adopt dvéwecay, fr. 
BEFGHMVA & 14 cursives, exclus. of Lam. 
1176, 78, Scr. h, p, v, Mus. 5468, 16183. It is 

ible that the xara, for dva adopted by L., 

..& A., fr. BD & one cursive, may be genuine : 
but, as I have shown, it is highly improbable ; 
and it may rather have been adopted by the 
early critics from the scholiasts, who explain 
dva by xara. 

41. abrov after wad. is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BLA & 6 curss.—insufficient authority, and 
that not compensated by internal evidence in its 
favour, it being far more prob. that the pron. 
was here (as it was freqy elsewh. in 
those MSS. by crit. corrn, than that it should 
have been tzferpolated in all the MSS. exc. nine. 

Alike insufficient is the amount of authority 
for wapatiBwoiv, wh. is ed., instead of wapa- 
Oaow, by Tis. & Al., fr. BLM & 6 curss. [add 
Mus. 5540]: and internal evidence does not 
compensate the deficiency of external, since 
wapar.0. was more likely to have arisen either 
fr. scholiasts or licence of critics in 10 copies, 
than the change in question to have been intro- 
duced into all the rest. And though Tis. ad- 
duces three other passages in proof that Mk. 
uses pres. as well as preter. with Ya, yet in all 
of them the reading is disputed : besides, it is 
not denied that Mk. might have used the pres. ; 
but we want evidence that he did, and that he 
did here. 

43. For xAXacuarewyv Kodlyvous wAnpets, Tis. 
& Al. read, fr. BDL & 6 curss., cAaop. xodivwy 
wXnp®pata: but Ln. retains t. rec. The ques- 
tion is indeed one of no easy determination, for, 
while the latter reading rests on very slender 
external authority, internal evidence wd seem 
to be in its favour. It is a reading too recondite 
to have proceeded fr. scribes, an Rha not very 
likely to have come fr. critics. Nevertheless, 
very difficult would it be to account for the 
reading coming into even 9 copies, exc. on the 
supposn of its being the original one; and that 
it zs so, is prob. fr. the kindred passage in/r. viii. 
20, woe. orup. TAnpwuaTa KAUCMaTWY fipare, 
where the genuineness of the reading is indubi- 
table, since the var. lectt., however ancient, 
evidently arose either fr. a margl explan, or a 
crit. altern, devised for the purpose of introducing 
an euster mode of expreesn; for, in fact, the 
harshness of phraseology there is nearly as great 
as here: and though the genera] sense be, as 
usually explained, ‘‘ How many baskets full of 
fragments took ye up?” yet that is not a suffi- 
ciently cluse rendering, and does not point at the 
constrn, wh. is woowy owupidwy K\acparwy 
adno. fip., the literal sense, fully drawn forth, 
being, ‘‘ Of how many baskets [full] of frag- 
ments took ye up the heaps ?”’ equiv. to, “ How 
many up-heaped baskets of fragments took ye 
up?” The same principle being here applied, 
the constrn will stand thus: fpuyv wAnpwpera 
6d. Kod. kAuoparoy, jit. “ They took up the 
si of twelve baskets of fragments.” 

The last words of the verse xai dwo trav 
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1, Gvwy ought to be kept apart in punctuation, 
for they contain an additional circumstance sub- 
joined by the evangelist. As respects the consirn, 
the best mode of tracing it is to consider the 
words as forming an uncompleted sentence left 
to be filled up (more Thucydideo) fr. the pre- 
ceding words, the full sense being: ‘* And out 
of the fishes likewise [took they up the frag- 
ments].” 

44. On further consideration, I have double- 
bracketed woei, wh. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. almost all the uncials of weight and, 
Tis. says, 170 curss., to wh. I can add almost all 
the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies—confirmed by the 
Syr., Vig., & Cop. verss., and further supported 
by internal evidence, since it was far more likely 
to be tnserted fr. || Matt. than, for any cause 
whatever, to have been removed. 

48. Though Tis. 3 still retains the partic. 
tdwy for the verb in the impft, I cannot receive 
it, external evidence being insufficient, only 
BDLA4 & 3 curss., and those EHvangeliaria, to 
wh. I can only add Lam. i188, Scr. H (also 
Evangg.), & the Lat. veras.: and internal evi- 
dence does not compensate for deficiency of ex- 
ternal, inasmuch as it is against ido», wh. I 
doubt not was derived fr. the It. & Vig. verss., 
where it was meant to ease the constrn ; which, 
however, it does not entirely effect, since to ac- 
complish this the «ai before aepi rer. ought to 
have been removed, and indeed is abs. in B, 
which MS. perhaps alone presents this crit. 
emendn in its complete state. In the other 7 
copies the cai was wrongly retained, by wh. in- 
advertence the two constrns, the verbal and the 
ay gh were jumbled together. 

51. The omission of é« weptocov in BL 102 
& Syr. vers. is of a piece with that of «ai é0av- 
mafov in BLA 1, 28, 102, 118, 209, and some 
copies of Ital. vers., and cancd by Tis. 2, though 
recalled by him in ed. 3. It is to be ascribed to 
critics, who stumbled at the fancied pleonasm in 
both passages, and in the latter at the seeming 
flaw in composn, arising fr. the wrong colloca- 
tion, namely, of a weaker term after a stronger, 
unaware, it seems, that éfudu. can hardly be 
said to be really a weaker term than the former, 
it ede as at Matt. ix. 8, the peculiar sense 
arising fr. the mingled impressions of a - 
ment and atve, 80 a8 to be nearly equiv. to é0au- 
Bnoav; and accordingly in the parallels of Mk. 
& Lk. the feeling is conveyed by the terms 
&Eioracba & Exoracts. 

Tis. 3 restores the words xai é0avu. on the 
very same ground on wh. I defended their 
genuineness. 

52. For 4 xapdia ait., I wd now read, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., avr. 7 xapé., fr. almost all the 
uncials and very many curss., exclus. of all the 
Lam. exc. 2, all the Scr., and a few of the most 
ancient Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, the t. rec. being prob. a simplification 
derived fr. the scholiasts & lectionaries. 

53. I know not why Tis. should not have 
read I'eyyncapé0 here as well as in || Matt., the 
authorities he here alleges for it being very 
weighty, namely, BEFGHKSUVX and, he 
says, al. Jurr., amounting to at least 25, exclus. 
of Lam. 1178 & 79, Scr. h, 0, Mus. 5540, 5777, 
11839, 16183, 17740, and doubtless not a few 
more exist, or have the -ér on rasure. More- 
over, internal evidence is in favour of -20, since 
it is confirmed by the Heb. word on wh. the 
original name was formed, viz. m3, Gexnoroth, 
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55. For weply., Tis. & Al. read yeépay, fr. 

BLA 33 & Cop. But I still, with In.,, retain 
wepix., since internal evidence confirms the 
strongest external testimony. That aepiy. 
should have been altered to ywpay in all the 
MSS. exc. 4 fr. || Matt. is far less prob. than 
that wepiy. shonld have been altered here 
(though not in || Matt.) to ywpayv, both as a 
plainer term and one whereby was avoided the 
unclassical use, however frequent in the Sept., 
of the adj. repixwoos used as a subst. 
’ For xpaBBarors, I have here, as elsewh., 
edited xpaBarr., fr. most of the uncials and 
many curss., exclus. of 5 Lam., 6 Scr., & 6 Mus. 
copies, all of ancient text. Internal evidence, as 
well as external, is in favour of xpaBarr. as 
peng the far rarer form, and further confirmed 
by the grabatus of the Lat. writers: esp. con- 
sidering that the word is, as is shown by Salmas. 
de Ling. Hellenist. p. 65, a term of Macedonian 
Greek, prob. introduced into the Lat. language 
after the conquest of Macedonia by the Ro- 
mans, 

56. For érifovv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read érf- 
Oecav, fr. BLA & 4 curss. [add Lam. 1188 & 
Matth. f}—insufficient authority, and not com- 
pensated by favourable internal evidence, since 
the imperf. form was less likely to be altered to 
the aerist and purer Gr. form in all the copies 
exc. 4, than that the aor. should: have been in- 
troduced into those 4 by critics aware of the 
greater purity of the aor. form, but uzaware 
that the imperf., as denoting customary action, is 
more suitable to the present context. Tis. has 
now restored t. rec., rightly regarding é+iVecay 
as the altered reading, and adopted from its 
being a more ancient and approved Greek form ; 
while the other is novella. 


VII. 2. I would now receive, with Ln., Tis., 


& Al., rods before dprous, fr. BDLA 33, 69, 


124, 346, 2 pet. [add Lam. 1177-79], since in- 
ternal evidence, weighed in a just balance, 
rather strengthens external in favour of the 
word, which was more likely to be remuved by 
critics, who might be induced to expunge it from 
their not understanding the force of the art., esp. 
since they saw it absent in || Matt. 

I still exclude éuéuyavro, abs. fr. 10 of the 
most weighty uncials and 25 curss., exclvs. of all 
the Lam. copies exc. 1176, 92, Scr. k, 8, y, z, 
Mus. 5777, 11836, 8, & 9, 16183, 16943, 17470, 
confirmed by internal evidence. 

4. To B and the 8 cures. for pavrif. I can 
add Mus. 5468, 5540, & 16183. Yet far greater 
authority would nought avail to justify so mani- 
fest a gloss, as indeed the character of most of 
the cures. attests the reading to be. Kui «Acviap, 
omd in BLA 102, 48, Ser. r, & Cop. vers., was 
prob. removed by critics who stumbled at the 
term from their not comprehending how Bawt. 
could refer to beds; but in reality the term 
denotes the couches on which the Jews sat re- 
clining at their meals: though in the application 
of Baw. to those, the term seems to denote (as 
Lightf. thought) sprixkding only; which was 
prob. the opinion of those critics who promulged 
the reading pavriowvrat. 

5. I am now still less inclined to receive, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., xai for gwerra, fr. BDL 1, 33, 
209, 2 pet., since external evidence is quite in- 
sufficient, and not compensated by internal, in- 
asmuch as this emphatic force of éwerra after a 
preceding particle (eee Buttm. Gr. § 144, No. 
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13), by which it is used for drawing together the 
dissevered portions of a sentence, and resuming 
the thread of narration, somewhat abruptly 
dropped, was unlikely to be known to the Alexn 
critics. 

6. ors is cancd by Lu. & Tis. 2, fr. BLA 
102, It., & Vlg., but restored by Tis. 3, rightly, 
since its omission is easily accounted for by con- 
sidering, that as the or: recitativum is very oft 
omitted by scribes or removed by critics, its é- 
sertion here were little less than unaccountable. 

8. yap is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & AL., fr. 
BLA 102, 124, Cop., & Arm., but restored by 


*Tis. 3, with reason, since internal evidence con- 


firms external in its favour, for had a mere par- 
ticle “‘ for connexion” (as Al. terms it) been 
brought in, yap would not have been adopted, so 
much so that yap was more likely to be ejected 
in those 5 MSS. by critics who did not perceive 
its force, as referring not to the immediately 
preceding, but to calms émpod. & broxp., or 
what is smplied therein, q. d. “ Well did Isaiah 
describe, by anticipation, you hypocrites, for ye, 
like your forefathers, letting go (i.e. leaving un- 
performed) the command of God, hold fast, 
cling to, the traditions of men.” There is a 
strong antithesis to the former member, with 
wh. comp. Matt. xiii. 23, Lk. xi. 42, and with 
the latter comp. Soph. Cid. Col. 1537, ra Oe?’ 
ageis. 

The words farriopots—woueire are abs. fr. 
BLA 1, 17, 102, 209, 251, Cop. & Arm. verss., 
and are cancd in Tis. 2, but restored in Tis. 3, 
rightly, since internal evidence for the clause 
greatly preponderates, because there could be no 
reuson for inserting it (as T. & L. thought) from 
vv. 4, 13, nor has it any character of interpola- 
tion; whereas its removal is well accounted for, 
being attributable to critics who stumbled at the 
words both (as observes T. 3) ‘‘ propter eosdem 
vv. 4 & 13, quibus idem dicitur,” and also “ quo- 
niam verba aéivres usque dvOpwrrwy graviora 
videbantur reliquis omissis :” “ hinc alii certe his 
ipsis anteposuerunt.” 

12. The first avrov is canced by L., T. 2, & 
A., fr. BDL 28, 29, 69, 240-4, 364, 2 pet., It., 
Vig.; while both are restored by T. 3, rightly, 
since internal evidence is in their favour, it 
being far less likely that they should have been 
introduced fr. || Matt. into all the copies exc. 
comparatively a few, than that in those they 
should have been removed by the perpetual cus- 
tom,—of wh. we find traces continually in the 
Gospels, and untrequently in the Acts,—of the 
Alex. critics, to do away with pronouns which 
may be at all dispensed with. 

4. I still decline to receive the reading of 
BDLA wadvw, becca] aa as they are by 
curss., for neasons wh. will appear fr. note on Lk. 
vi. 43, to wh. I would now add, that the wavra 
was prob. expunged in order to remove repe- 
tition, and waAww substituted as more signifi- 
cant, and more suited to the context. The 
word ia oft removed by the Alexa critics, though 
rarely inserted, 

For adxoverte, Ln., Tis., & Al. read axovcare, 
fr. BDHL & 4 curss. [add Mus. 5777], taking 
for granted that axovere came fr. || Matt. But, 
considering the paucity of the evidence for 
a&xovoare, it is more likely to have been itself a 
mere crit. corrn, the aor. being more usual than 
the pres. tense, and accordingly sometimes sub- 
stituted for it, e.gr. Mk. iv. 28 and elsewh., 
also in the class. writers. For cuviere, Ln., 
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Tis., & Al. adopt ocivere, fr. BHLA 238 [add 
Matth. e). Yet external evidence is but slen- 
der: and internal almost equally balanced, since it 
wd seem as likely that cvvs7e should have arisen 
from error of scribes, as that it should have been 
written by Mk., and then have been altered in all 
the copies but 6 to cuviere. However, considering 
that cuviere is in || Matt., in all the copies, it is 
not improbable that odvere was written by Mk., 
but altered to cusiere from || Mutt. : and this 
is confirmed by internal evidence, and attested 
by facts in recent philology, from which there 
is little doubt that ovvste here sents the 


genuine reading of Mark, but displaced by the 


ancient revisers, chiefly from their being unaware 
of the existence, however rare, of this 2d aor. 
form in the imper. and partic. of ovvinu:—with 
which compare ovvés and ovvels—and no won- 
der, since modern critics and editors have else- 
where stumbled at and removed the form, though 
it ia as early and penuine a one as any in the 
language. And, though it was disused by the 
best writers soon after the time of Plato, and 
became almost obsolete, yet it was prob. never 
out of use in the language of common Ife, and 
hence was introduced into the Hellenistic and 

rovincial Greek, and it often occurs accordingly 
in the Sept.: it was likely to be employed b 
Mk., who uses not a few terms of provinci 
and Syro-Cilician Greek, as well as Hellenistic 
and Alexdrian. 

15. For dawd, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit éx«, fr. 
BDLA 33, 2 pet., It., Vig.—possibly the genuine 
reading, for reasons wh. will appear fr. note on 
Lk. ii. 37. As respects the next change of text 
introduced by Ln., Tis., & Al., rod avOpamov 
for avrou, fr. MSS. BDLA & 2 curss., with the 
Cop., Vig., It., & Goth. verss., internal evidence 
is somewhat in its favour, and were there more 
of external authority for it, I should be disposed 
to receive it. 

’ 16. I still continue to maintain the genuine- 
ness of the words of this veree. abs. only fr. BL 
28, 102, & Cop. And though internal evidence 
may seem equally balanced, it is yet in favour 
of the words, wh. were less likely to be sntro- 
duced into the lectionaries to terminate a lection, 
than to be expunged by critics who observed 
that they were not in if Matt., and, as Tis. re- 
marks (who, after in his 2d edn expunging, has 
in his 3d restored them), “‘ thought that, by the 
omission, the subsequent matter wd be brought 
into closer connexion with the preceding.” 

17. I cannot adopt, with Ln., Tis, & Al., 
Thy wapaBoAny for wepi THs wapaBodAns, fr. 
BDLA 38, It., & Vig., on the ground of insuffi- 
cient authority, and that not compensated by in- 
ternal evidence in favour of it, since t. rec. was 
less likely to have arisen fr. a gloss on thy wap. 
than the other reading to have arisen, in so few 
copies, fr. || Matt. 

ith the somewhat rare expression és olxoy 
with elon\8., comp. AEsch. Eum. 458, porwy 
és olxoy, & Prom. 387. For dao shd be written 
a@wo, away, apart from, as it is expressed in the 
Pesch Syr. vers.; a use of amo occurring in 
Thucyd. i. 7, ii. 80, & elsewh. in the purest Gr. 
writers. 

21. Considering the remarkable variety wh. 
here exists in the position of different terms in 
various MSS., it is no wonder that sory. shd 
have got out of its original place by first being 
accidentally omttted, and then, though restored, 
brought in at the wrong place, in those three 
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MSS. on wh. the change of positn adopted by 
Tis. & Al. mainly rests. 

24, Tis. has now restored xai éxetOev (wh. he 
had before cancelled), and well remarks: * visa 
erat lectio «ai, &c., ad Mt. conformata: sed 
potius ut vitaretur «ai ter repetitum, dé scrip- 
tum est,” thus ratifying my judgment on the 
matter. IJ still retain the words «ai Sid. (canced, 
on very slender authority, by Tis. & Al.), wh. 
had been, it seems, expunged as early as the 
time of the It. vers. by critics who, ignorant of 
the geography of the scene where the occurrences 
here recorded took place, attempted thus to get 
rid of a difficulty wh. I have endeavoured to re- 
move, on sounder principles, in my Excursus at 
the end of vol. i. 9th edit. 

25. For dnote. yap, T. & A. read aAX’ evbic 
dxovc., fr. BLA 33 and some later vss.; but 
Ln. retains the t. rec., rightly, since the other is 
evidently an altern of critics, who stumbled at 
the ydp as unsuitable, and hence propounded 
this and other changes, not perceiving the ellip- 
tical force of yap, by which it refers to some 
words left to be supplied in thought, or is intro- 
duced to usher in what followe, thus illustrating 
by way of ezample the preceding 1d aH duvn- 
Orjvar AaBety. 

26. I should be ready to receive the reading 
4) 6& ‘yuri; yy ‘EAX., were there stronger antho- 
rity for it. The true reading of B is Zdpa 
Powsixtcoa. Al. 2 & Tis. 3 recall t. rec. éx- 
BadAn, fr. BFGHKM and many curss.; which 
is justified by the usage of Mk., who is accus- 
tomed to pone the preter. & hoki tenses, as 
iii. 2, vi. 8 & 12; whereas one of the 2 A’s was 
likely to be removed, as is oft the case in Bad- 
Agcy and other verbs of similar structure. 

27. For 6 d2'I. efwev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
wai édeyey, fr. BLA 33 & Copt. But Io. was 
more likely to be omitted in 4 MSS. than to be 
introduced into all the rest: not to say that the 
strongly udversative force here of dé calls for the 
use of ‘Ina., for want of perceiving which, the 
same critics as those who removed ‘In. altered 
dé into wai, and changed eT. into éAry. 

For xa dv tari, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit gor 
xaX.,fr. BDLA & 11 curss. [add Lam. 1188, Ser.z, 
H ]—insufficient authority, and not compensated 
by internal evidence, since the change of positn 
was prob. one adopted fr. || Matt. As respects 
the change just after by Tis. & Al., Badreiv trois 
«uy. to Tots xuy. Bad., fr. B & 4 curse. [add 
Lam. 1188, Scr. H], it cannot be admitted on 
such slender authority, esp. since internal evi- 
dence is adverse, it being far less likely that such 
an altern as that in t. rec. shd have been made, 
for no particular reason, in all the copies but 5, 
than that in those five the other shd have arisen 
fr. crit. corr. 

28. For é0@ie1, Ln., Tis, & Al. edit ée- 
Giovery, fr. BDLA & 10 curss. fadd Lam. 1177, 
1188, Scr. H, P]: and internal evidence is in 
its favour, from its Hellenistic character. 
*EoOiee prob. came fr. || Matt. 

30. I am still of the same opinion as to the 
reading ro wa:dlovy BeBAnuévovy for rd sa- 
momoy &EeAnAubee, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BLA 33, 86, 7 pet.» & 4 others [add Lam. 
1188 & Scr. y]. It was prob. derived fr. the 
Evangeliaria. In fact, the very few curss. wh. 
have it are all exc. 2 (namely, 33 & 86) Evan- 
geliaria. 

32. For poy:AdAov, poyysA., ed. by Ln. & 
Tis. 2, is found not only in B(2 m.)FHLXPA 
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& 77 curss., but also in Lam. 528, 1175, 77, 79, 
88, 92, Scr. h, i, 1, m, n, p, q, ¥, 8. Vv, X, J, 2, 
Mus. 1810, 5468, 5559, 5777, syst’ 11838 & 39, 
14774, 16183, 16943, 17741. But Tis. 3 restores 
poytX., well remarking that he ‘‘ doubts whether 
poyy. be not a vitiosa forma.” It is not a mere 
barbarism, being a real form, though one of 
such late Grecism as only to be found in writers 
tnfime Grecitutis, and not likely to have been 
used by Mk., esp. considering that he had prob. 
in mind Isa. xxxv. 6, where poy A. is used, as 
also in Aqu. & Symm., but not noyy:A., wh. 
was prob. a provincialiem like our broad northern 
expressions. 

. Tis. 3 restores 2(@éws, while Al. 2 still 
excludes it, supposing it left to be supplied here, 
as being common in Mik., and frequent in narra- 
tives of miracles—a very precarious ground to 
occupy, and rash in procedure, as running counter 
to the copies exc. 4 and all the verss. (exc. 
Cop. & 3 or 4 copies of It.), and quite opposed 
to what Tis. remarks supra i. 29, 3H, ii. 2, 5. 

For é:voiy@., Ln., Tis., & Al. read #vol- 
yue., fr. BDA 1, 124, 2 pet., & al. But ex- 
ternal testimony is insufficient and not com- 
pensated by internal evidence, wh. is rather in 
favour of the compound form, as will appear fr. 
my note on Acts vii. 56; and as rds internal 
evidence here, it is far less likely that deny. 
should have been furmed to suit d:avoiy9. at v. 
34, than that the change thd have been made 
in the other direction for variety’s eake. The 
compound was likely to have been used here (as 
oft elsewh.), since it ig occurs in the Sept., 
and occasionally in the Jater Gr. writers. In 
the present passage, as also in that at Acts vii. 
56, there is a peculiar suitableness in the use of 
the compound form, since the full sense expressed 
and implied is the being fully opened out, in 
opposition to the being shut up, locked up by 

e decuds. The word was in this case almost 
sure to be employed by Luke the physician, since 
I find it uscd in the medical writers. That the 
ésa@ is highly suitable to the idea of opening the 
ears appears from an apposite of Lucian, 
Contempl. xxi., Mya’ av rpuwdvy (a borer) gre 
Stavor bavat auruis Ta wra. Comp. Soph. 
frag. 737, de’ ores terpuymynpévov. This is not 
the only ge in which the term é:avoly., 
aptl ee ree Luke the sable has been 
spoilt by critics. Thus at Lk. xxiv. 31, denvoiy- 
Onoay oi d6pO8ar poi, the MS. D, with two of the 
most ancient Ital. copies, removes the dia. 

36. Aéyeoty, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
may be the genuine erg (see the notes of 
Tis. and myself, supra vii. 25): but far greater 
authority is needed to prove that itis. Tis. 3 
restores airde, viewing the matter in the same 
light that I have ever done. 

37. Tis. 3 has now restored the 2d rods, still 
excluded by Al., but on precarious grounds ;—as 
if it were likely to have heen interpolated in all 
the copies exe. 4 or 5, for the i of 
‘* matching with the first avrovs.” How much 
more probable is it that the rots shd in those 
few copies have either been omitted by accident 
—through inadvertence of scribee—or removed 
by eritl correctors, who thought it better away : 
and indeed it is very rarely used by the class. 
writers, though propriety of language wd seem to 
aqui: that it shd, before a second epithet as 
well as the let. ; 


VUyi. 1. Tis. 3 restores t. rec. wepuwod ov, 
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remarking that it is a word highly suitable to 
the diction of Mk.; and as it is found no where 
else in N. T., can hardly have come fr. an 
other quarter than fr. the evangelist, espec., 
wd add, since it is oft used by Jos., and also by 
Symmach. 

2. The moe, cancd by L., T. 2, & A., is re- 
stored by Tis. 3, though he still retains elot, 
which I with Ln. & Meyer in rejecting, 
the latter of whom confirms my view of its origin 
as an alteration of fixovet, proceeding from 
critics who objected to the use of the present, 
and wrote some of them jxaor, others sicc. 
However, #jxao1, adopted by Ln., may be the 
true reading. 

4. Before wo6ev Tis. & Al. insert Ore, fr. 
BLA. But stronger authority is necessary to 
warrant its adoption: though internal is in its 
favour, since, as Tis. observes, this dri rect- 
tativum ie oft used by Mk., thongh occasionally 
omitted in the MSS. Here, however, Al. thinks 
it was removed because harsh and needless, and 
not found in || Matt. But that this removal 
shd have extended to all the copies exc. 3, is 
very improbable. It is true that this use of the 
ors recit. after the verb awoxplvecOax is both 
harsh and very unusual, yet not unprecedented, 
being found eff. xii. 29, where ov: is abs. in 
only 2 copies. 

As respects the reading éonulacs, for fonulas, 
found in AKA and above 10 curss., exclus. of 
Lam. 1179, Scr. 0, Mus. 5540, 5468, 5467, I 
suspect that it arose fr. error of scribe for éonuia 
found in Mus. 18211, but itself a mere gramm 
correcn. The plur. could not have been used, 
since the term designates a truct of country, 
prob, the rédqve zpos (or deep solitude) 

89caidas, meaning the Bethsaida Julias at the 
top of the lake of Gennesareth, though rather 
on the east side of the lake, and hard by the left 
bank of the Jordan. This deep solitude was, 
no doubt, in the remote part of the district of 
Beths., though the site is difficult to be fixed : 
but it was probably east of the city and, as I 
have shown in note on Joh. vi. 3, at a peak of 
the mountain range, wh. skirts the east side of 
the lake, about 4 miles fr. Bethsaida Gaulonitis. 
The situation exactly suits the term ipnyia, as 
being necessarily a solitude, because from 
its mountainous character it must have been 
unfit for cultivation and appropriated solely to 
pene, and that prob. of the most meagre 

ind. 

6. For wapu@wow, Tis. & Al. read wapati- 
Gwow, fr. BCDMA & 9 cures. [add Lam. 1188, 
Scr. w, y]: and internal evidence is somewhat 
in its favour; but it needs more authority to 
warrant its ton. The same applies to 
wapariBévat, adopted by Tis. & Al. tnfr. v. 7, 
fr. BDLM & 3 cures. [add Lam. 1188, Scr. H}. 
The same fluctuation of reading occurs in || Lk. 
vili. 16 & Mk. vi. 41, where seo my notes. 

7. Before evAoy. Ln. & Tis. 3 insert ravra, 
fr. AFK & 20 curses. [add Lam. 1178 & Scr. o}. 
But interna] evidence confirms external autho- 
rity against the word, which I still, with Al., 
exclude. 

For oxupiéas, Ln. reads o®@., fr. A & D, also 
at Matt. xvi. 10, fr. BD, but rejects it at fra 
v. 20 & Matt. xv. 37, Acts ix. 25, where it rests 
on D & C,—a glaring inconsistency, since the 
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difference of evidence is too small to warrant 
rejection in those three Of course, 


there is not authority to justify its reception 
I 
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even in Matt. xvi. 10, where it is best peppered, 
namely, by BD and Scr. p. Nevertheless, in- 
ternal] evidence is strongly in its favour, since a 
peculiarity of reading, occurring five times, and 
at one or other of them in ABCD & Scr. p, can- 
not well be ascribed to error of scribes. Besides, 
the form is bont commatis, and not one infime 
Grecitatis, since it occurs in Hippocr. p. 838. 
It should seem to have been a very ancient, and 
perhaps the original, spelling, as being used in 
the Ionic, and prob. the oldest Attic dialect 
(see Aristoph. Pac. 790 & Eupol. in Ai£&:): 
and though subsequently it became disused, it 
was preserved in the common Greek dialect— 
since it occurs in Geopon. vii. 26 & prob. at x. 
54—and so doubtless in the provincial Greek 
of Stile and thus might be used by Matt., Mk., 
& Lk.; and its use is further confirmed by a 
Syrian Grk inscripn adduced by L. Dindorf on 
Steph. Thes. ed, Par. fr. Ross. Inecr. Fasc. I. p. 20. 

9. of payovres after yoav is caned by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BLA 33, 69, & Evangel. 18, 19, & 49 
[add Lam.1188,Scr. H]: but external evidence is 
insufficient, and internal hardly favourable, since 
the words were more likely to have been dost by 

- accident, or removed by critl emendn in so few 
copies, than to have been interpoluted fr. supr. 
vi. 44, in all the rest and in all the verss. exc. 
the Cop. However, the point of reading is 
partly connected with the punctuation of the 
passage, wh. is variously adjusted: thus Ln. & 
Al. point: rerpaxtoyidtot, cal awéiduce avrubs, 
cai evVéws, which punctn may seem confirmed 
by || Matt. xv. 39, fut that is uncertain, and at 
any rate insufficient to warrant change of punc- 
tuation in op sitn to all the ancient verss., for 
as to the b., though Ln. chooses to point it 
“ millia, et demisit eos, et statim ascendens,” 
&c., yet that is demonstrably wrong, and against 
both MSS. & edd. 

10. The mode of removing the discrepancy 
which is supposed to exist as to name of place 
here, as compared with that wh. exists in 
| Matt., is confirmed by an ancient scholium 
adduced by Matthzi from his MS. e at Matt. 
xv. 39, Srav 6 MatBatos Mayédada etren, 
Mapxos 82 Aaduavovdd, ov di:adwriay Exe 
TOUTO’ O hiv yap Thy KwuoToAW wvouacer, 
6 62 Ta Koppw Tov dortews pipn dveypdWaro. 
ene yap xai AacApavouba wirnotdxwoot 
ftoty. 

13. I still continue to retain, with Ln., the 
words els +6 wAotoy, wh. are abs. only in BCLA 
alone, and unconfirmed by a single curs., and 
moreover against internal evidence, the words 
being manifestly removed by crit. corrn as super- 
fluous. This is confirmed by the fact, that other 
MSS. (as Lam. 1188, Scr. y, H, Evang. 49, 
pet. 3 & 10, & al.), while retaining sis rd 
awhotov, yet omit éuBas, removing the waAuw 
after daij\Oe—only another mode of polishing 
the composn. Finally, the ro before wAoioy is 
omd in 8 uncials and many curss. [add Lam. 
528, 1176, 92, Scr. k, 1, m, n, 0, q, r, 8, Mus. 
$777, 5559, 11839, 16183, 16943, 17740), Burt. 
om. by Wets., & Cov. 1, om. by Mill], but 
quite discountenanced by internal evidence, as I 
have shown in note here and at Matt. viii. 23. 

16. I would now bracket Aéyoures as bein 
rejected by the strongest internal evidence, an 
prob. introduced fr. || Matt. 

7. Tis. 3 has now restored the ér: which he 
bad, with Ln., cancd, fr. only BO & 4 curs, 
with some verss. It may have been (Al. thinks 
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it was) absorbed by the -ere preceding; but 
rather, as Tis. supposes, purposely removed by 
critics, who thought it better away, as all but 
implied in the foregoing context. ; 

fo. For wAnp. x\aou., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
kAaou. wArp., fr. BCLA, 5 curss., 2 Evang. 
[49, pet. 3, I add Lam. 1188, Scr. y, H], together 
with 2 MSS. of the Vlg., also the Cop. & Syr. 
verss. But verss. are scarcely sufficient evidence 
in a case like this : and Hvangg. not of the same 
weight with MSS. perpetus textus. On the 
whole, considering that this is a mere question 
of position of words, where the ancient critical re- 
visers used extreme licence, there is not sufficient 
authority to warrant a change of reading, esp. 
since the one in question seems to be a mere 
correcn of style. 

25. For éwé0nxe, Tis. & Al. (not Ln.) read 
Z0y«xe, fr. BL alone [add Scr. z]; but Tis. 3 re- 
stores iwé@., rightly, since internal evidence 
confirms the strongest external in its favour. 
It was prob. removed by critics who thought it 
better away, as other critics did at || Lk. viii. 6. 

I am still of the same opinion with Ln. as to 
the genuineness of the words xai éwoiycev avr. 
avaBX., wh. I cannot consent to remove, difficult 
as it is to account for their exclusion. Tis. 3 
hae with reason restored, as I would now do, 
dwavras, showing that internal evidence is 
quite in its favour, since it was manifestly altered 
to dwavra from its reference to BA€ww rove 
d&v0pww., v. 24, being not perceived. In fact, 
amwavra is really the easier reading, and hence 
would be not snlikely to be written by inadver- 
tence of scribes, or to be emended by hasty 
critics who thought it more suitable (which of 
tiself it is), not noticing the true reference. 

26. For sis riv xwuryv, Tis. 3 edits év rH 
xwun, remarking that, “ while t. rec. could not 
but occasion a stumbling, the v. ll. are almost 
all of them only such as to increase its autho- 
rity :”’ and he further observes that, ‘if the read- 
ing of BL 1, 209 had been the true one, such an 
additamentum as exists in very many copies 
could not have arisen ; moreover, that the t. rec. 
is ‘ rationi Marci magis conveniens.’” In order 
to better understand what is here somewhat ob- 
scurely narrated, we must bear in mind that the 
words év rf xwuy have a pregnancy of sense, 
denoting “in and of the town,” = an tnhabttant ; 
for our Lord does not forbid the man to tell the 
cure to others, but what he forbids to be done is 
to tell it to any townsman, with reason, since 
those inhabitants ought not to be gratified with 
the sight of the man when cured, who would not 
go a step out of the village to see the cure 
wrought. 

28. For dwexpiOncav, T. & A. read alway 
avre Néyoutes Ott, fr. BCLA & 7 curss., their 
close congeners [add avrw Aéyovres, retaining 
amwexpibnoav]. Butexternal authority for the 
change is scarcely sufficient, and internal evi- 
dence, though evenly balanced, rather inclines in 
favour of the t. rec. Tis., indeed, urges that the 
revisers stumbled at the very rare conjunction 
of elwayv with Aéyovres, and hence resorted to 
alteration, some writing dawrexp. adr. Néy., others 
elw. without Aéyoures; others, again, dwexp., 
emitting the rest of the words. But this is 
taking too much for granted; and to suppose 
that such minute alteration should have taken 

lace in all the MSS. but eleven is incredible. 
till more objectionable is the view taken by 
Al., since el7ay was more likely to have come 











MARK VIII. 29—38. 


e 


fr. || Matt. & Lk., than awoxp. from |} Lk. In 
short, that the words avre Aéyowres are insi- 
titious plainly appeare fr. some copies having 
avr without Acy.; others, Aey. without 
avrw. As respects the Sri, it rests wholly on 
the authority of B: and the attempt of Tis. to 
establish it solely on tnternal evidence is quite 
unsuccessful. It evidently came fr. || Lk., and 
it plainly appears that the Alexn critics here 
applied themselves to emend the evangelist's 
composition by recasting it partly from || Matt., 
partly fr. || Lk. 

29. I am now less inclined to receive, for 
Aéye:, éwnpwta,—internal evidence being at 
least not in its favour: see note on Joh. xviii. 
20,—and not yet disposed to cancel the 2nd é3, 
on such insufficient authority as BL (to wh., 
however, I can add Mus. 5540, Scr. -w), internal 
evidence being unfavourable, the omission of the 
particle having prob. arisen fr. the fluctuation of 
reading between dwoxp. 6é and xai amoxp.,— 
the latter of wh. was devised for the purpose of 
removing a tautology,—in which case omission 
usually more or less occurs. 

31. Tam now inclined to receive, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., wd, fr. BODGKL & 10 curss., to 
which I can add Lam. 1177 & 78, Mus. 1810, 
5540, 5647, 16183, & Scr. w, all copies of ancient 
text. Before dy. and yeaup. I would now 
insert tay, fr. BOCDEFHMUVXIY and, Tis. 
states, above 80 curas., to wh. I can add almost 
all the Lam. & Scr. MSS., and of the Mus. 
copies 573], 5468, 11836 & 38, 14774, 15581, 
16184, 17470, 17982, & Cov. 1, om. by Mill. 

32. Internal evidence is in favour of the 
position o [létp. avrdy, adopted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BL & It. a; but external is far too 
slender (only BL, to which, however, I can add 
L. 1188) to warrant its adoption, on the surmise 
of coming fr. || Matt. Still less is to be said for the 

ing (with Ln., Tis., & Al.), at the next 
verse, of tw before Tlévpw, solely on the au- 
thority of BDL, and resting on the mere sur- 
mise of rw being brought in fr. || Matt. 

33. For Aéywu, Tis, & Al. read xai Aédyer, fr. 
BCLA, Syr., and 3 copies of It. & Cop. But I 
still, with Ln., retain t. rec., esp. since internal 
evidence is in its favour, fiom the far less likeli- 
hood that it should have been altered in all the 
copies but 3, for the purpose of “avoiding the 
incongruous tenses,” than that in those copies 
a change of constrn should have been adopted, 
by crit. licence, fr. the Syr. & It. verss, wh., 
however, afford no proof that xal Néyer was in 
their Greek copies. 

34. For é\@ziv, I would now, with Tis. & Al., 
receive dxoAov0eiv, fr. nearly all the uncials and, 
as T. reckons, 110 curss. [1 add Lam. 528, 1176, 
77, 87, 88, 89, Ser. h, i, » mM, 2, p, Vv, xX, y, 4% 
H, P, Mus. 1810, 5559, 5540, 5577, 6731, 11838 
& 39, 16183, 16943}, 17470, 17741, 18211, & 
Cov. 1, confirmed by internal evidence], éA0. 
being pees adopted fr. || Matt. 

35. For dy, I would now, with Tis. & Al., 
read day, fr. BCK MA and a few curss., exclus. 
of Lam. 1177, Scr. w, Mus. 5550, 15581, and 
others, confirmed by internal evidence. For 
axoXioy, Tis. & Al. read dwodéos:, fr. BCDPA 
and 20 cures. [add Lam. 1177 & 87}, 89, Scr. h, 
q.t, x, y, Z, H, P, Mus, 5468, 11838, et al.J, and 
internal evidence is somewhat in its favour. 

As regards the reading thy éaurov Wuy. for 
t. rec. rHy Wy. avrou, adopted by Tis. & Al., 
fr. most of the uncials, including B, and upwards 
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of 60 curss. [add Lam, 528, 1175, 76, 78, 87, 
88, 89, 92, Scr. h, i, k, 0, p, q, r, 8, ¥, Ww, H, P, 
and several ancient Afus. copies), I should be 
disposed to receive it, were it not for the impro- 
bability that so many copies should have been 
needlessly altered fr. || Matt. & Lk. We may 
far more prob. regard the other reading as a 
capricious emendn of position by crit. cor- 
rectors. 

I would now bracket otros, wh. Ln., Tis., & 
Al. cancel, fr. ABCDMXA & 15 curss., with 
the Syr., It., Vig., & Cop., since it may have 
been introduced fr. || Lk.; and the circum- 
stance that in some ancient copies at || Mutt. 
the ovroe has been interpolated rather shows 
that it was here. 

36, 37. I am now disposed to not pass too 
sweeping a condemnation on the several v. Il. 
of this portion wh. have been inconsiderately 
adopted by recént editors. Here, as well as in 
not a few other passages of this Gospel, the 
genuine and original reading is very difficult to 
be ascertained, and much uncertainty rests on 
the various modes of laying down the text. As 
regards v. 36, for opeAnoe:, the reading wpedet, 
edd by Tis. & Al., may be the true reading, 
since, though very slenderly supported, it has 
internal evidence in its favour, inasmuch as the 
t. rec. would seem to have been formed on the 
Sut. tense || Matt. The rov before av6p., adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al. fr. AC'D & 9 curss., to 
wh. I can add Lam. 1175, Scr. w, Mus. 5540, 
5468, 5647, is prob. genuine, ae having internal 
evidence in its favour, since it may have been 
omitted fr, the force of the art, being misunder- 
stood. As to the readings wxepdgjocat and dot, 
they were evidently mere crit] alterations, the 
former to promote simplicity of construcn, the 
latter to remove some scruple as to the suitable- 
ness of the fut. ind. As to {nm:wOqjvat, fr. the 
same source, it was a mere accommodation to 
Kepdnoat. 

37. On reconsideration of this passage, of wh. 
the reading is not a little awkward to deter- 
mine, I am still more averse to cancel the words 
dwoat dvOo. on such baseless authority as A 
(the least weighty of all the uncials) alone, resting 
on the bare surmise—discountenanced by the 
all but universal testimony of MSS.—that the 
words were interpolated fr. {| Matt. It is far more 

robable that the expungement was suggested 
by some copy of the It. vers., which had, as in 
the Lat. vers. of A, the rendering ‘“‘ quid enim 
commutabit pro anima,” where homo is beat 
understood as implied in the context. I am, 
however, now less disinclined to adopt, with 
Tis. & Al., the reading ri yap, for 7j ri, though 
on the slender authority of BLA 282, pet., & 
Orig., somewhat confirmed by A, which has, by 
a mixture of both readings, 4} ti yap, given 
equal countenance to ri yap; and I doubt not 
that in the ancient archetype was written ri yap, 
with # inserted above a 2nda manu. Besides, 
the reading is confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as there is little doubt that 4 +i was 
introduced fr. || Matt., in order to remove tau- 
tology by the thrice repeated yap written in 80 
brief a space. 

The above is obviously the most ancient 
reading of the two verses, and bears the stamp 
of truth. 

38. I would now, with Ln., Tis, & Al. 3, 
for dv, adopt éav, fr. BCEFLMVXTA & may 
curss., exclus, of Lam. 528, 1177, 78, 88, 89, 92, 
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Scr. k, 1, m, n, 0, p. y, H, P, Mus. 5731, 11836, 
11839, 16943, 14774, 15581, 17470, 7982, 
18211, Cov. 1, omd by Mill, and De Missy, omd 
by Wets. There is rot here, as has been sup- 
osed, any reference to Ps. xlviii. 7, 8; but, as 
ets. remarks, there is only an application to 
the concerns of the soul, and the /i/e to come, of 
what was a proverbial sentiment pertaining to 
the poe of this world. See more on Matt. 
xvi. 26, 


IX. 1. For ray ods, Tis. & Al. read wée 
tev, fr. BD only: and the great deficiency of 
external authority is not compensated by internal 
evidence, since it seems less likely that ode ray 
should, as Tis. & Al. suppose, have been altered 
to ray wee fr. || Matt. & Lk. than that wdz 
‘wy should have arisen in those 2 MSS. fr. 
negligence of scribes. Such a position as the 
Po being for wéde vi rTypvvyres in Rev. xiv. 

2 is admitted to be of no authority. Yet it is 
powible that the rough and homely position may 
ve escaped a somewhat unpractised writer 
omens a few other flaws of composition occa- 
sionally occurring in St. Mark: and then the 
correcn fr. Matt. & Lk. would be sure to be 
brought in extensively. The reading of MS. 1 
& Orig., trav ior. wee, another mode of cor- 
recting, confirms the authenticity of ode rap. 

For yevowvra:, EHKLX & 20 curss, [add 
Lam. 147, 1188, Ser. 8, x, y, P, Mus. 1810, 
5468, 11838, 16183, 17982, 18311 et al.} have 
y:vcovra:. But though internal evidence is 
rather in its favour, external for —cwvra: is too 
strong to be resisted. 

3. i am now inclined to read, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., éyévovro, fr. ABGKLVXT & 30 curss., 
exclus. of Lam. 528, 1177, 78, 87, 88, 92, Scr. 
h, p, q,  W, y, Mus. 5540, internal evidence 
being in its favour, since éyévero seems a mere 
gramm. corrn, and [ would now bracket ws yrav 
(wh. Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel), fr. BCLA and one 
curs. [add Lam. 1187], confirmed by internal 
evidence as ably traced by Tis. The words 
were prev. derived fr. || Matt. 

Before Asvxavat, I would now insert, with 
Ln. & Tis., o§rws, fr. BCLA & 10 curss., be- 
sides Lam. 1177, 88. It is, as Tis. remarks, quite 
in St. Mark’s manner, though it might be rejected 
by fastidious critics as redundant. Yet so far 
from being euch, it is the very reverse, rather 
giver ee impart emphasis and spirit. 

6. There is here a triple diversity of reading. 
Wets., Gr., Fritz., Scholz, & Ln. retain t. rec. 
AaAtjoy; while Matth. reads AaAjoa, fr. all 
the uncials exc. 4 and, Tis. says, 120 curses. [add 
Lam. 528, 1175, & 7688, Scr. h, i, k, 1, m, n, 8, 
Pp it r, Vv. W, i and Mus. 5540, 5468, 5731, 

1838, 14774, 16184, 17982, 18211]: but Tis. 
2 & Al. 2 read dwoxp.09, fr. BCLA & 4 curss. : 
and Al. thinks that dwoxp. was altered to Aad. 
by critics who scrupled at Peter's words not 
being an answer, in consequence of which some 
removed dtroxp., while others altered it to Aa- 
Ago., fr. f| Matt. But this, however specious, 
rests on mere surmise. The ancient critics 
could hardly be so ignorant as not to know that 
the words of Peter were not an answer but an 
address, wh. may very well be the import of the 
term droxp.8eis. Furthermore, that this strange 
stumbling on plain ground should have taken 

lace in all the copies exc. 8, is incredible. It 
is far more likely that the stumbling took place 
in the case of those 8 MSS., all in tho closest 
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connexion. The critics, it seems, took excep- 
tion at AaA. as not sufficiently significunt, and 
hence altered it with reference to d&woxp:Beis, 
not perceiving that it was a mere adjunct to the 
principal word Aégyer. This ped aga has, I 
find, at length occurred to Tis., who now (ed. 3) 
fully evinces the insuperable difficulty involv 
in dwoxp:On, & finally acquiesces in AaAferes, 
wh. I would now adopt as called for by the 
strongest external authority, further confirmed 
by tnternal evidence, since the use of the fut. 
indic. for the subjunct. being an Hellenistic 
idiom, & also one of provincial & ordinary 
Greek, was very likely to be used by Mark. 

For youv yap ixgop., L., T., & A. read 
ix. yap tyévovro, fr. BCDLA & 3 cursives, 
But the reading is inadmissible, espy since ex- 
ternal evidence is opposed to it. Al. pronounces 
the t. rec. “a correction to avoid writing éyévorro 
wal éyévero.” But that such a correction should 
have found its way into all the MSS. exc. siz, 
and the Syr. versions, is incredible. The cor- 
rection may best be ascribed to the other side, 
and might very well be made by the critics, 
since the change of position is a real improve- 
ment of the diction, from its removing the Aa- 
Anoet and éyévoyro as far apart as possible for 
the purpose of at least lessening the awkwardness 
as to the persons. 

7. For atrov &x., Ln., Tis., & Al. read dx. 
avrou, fr. BCDL & 5 curss., the t. rec. being, 
they think, derived from || Lk. They say Luke, 
because at || Muti. they have made the same 
alteration from the same MSS. as here, with the 
addition of 4 others: and in Lk. there is no de- 
viation fr. atrov ax. Hence Tis. & Al. argue, 
that we must suppose that Mk. wrote dx. avrov ; 
and thus it would algo follow that the text of 
Mk. has here been altered fr. the || Lk. in all 
the copies but nine, and at || Matt. in all the 
copies but 4. But this were almost incredible. 
I have at Matt. xvii. 5, pointed out the close 
connexion between all these three passages and 
the prophetic words of Moses, Deut. xviii. 15 
oad to also at Acts iii. 22, vii. 37), and then 

ulfilled in Christ. Now in all those ; 
and likewise at Deut. xviii. 15, both in the 
Hebrew and Samaritan, and all the ancient ver- 
sions and paraphrasta, the pronoun is placed 
first, as is required, because there is a strong 
em is thereon. And the ancient fathers, 
Clemens Rom., Justin Mart., and others, place 
the avrou first. Such being the case, can we 
suppose that Matt. & Mk. would deviate from 
that position for zo reason, espy considering that 
in the Sept. vers. there is not a single copy 
which has the avtou otherwise than first?) Now 
what amount of eaternal evidence is there that 
Matt. and Mk. placed the avrou after ax. P— 
No more than that derived from BD & 33, on 
Matt., and BCDL! 28, 33, 209, on Mk. But this 
evidence, if weighed aright, cannot be thought 
sufficient; for can we sup that in all the 
copies of Matt. & Mk., except BCDL 1, 28, 33, 
& 209, and in the 2 Syriac versions and the 
Vulg. in Matt., the position was altered to that 
in Lk.? It is utterly incredible. 

8, 9. For diny. & etéov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
& eldov diny., fr. only BODLA & 4 curss., their 
usual followers, unsupported by internal evi- 
dence, since the alteration was more likely to 
have proceeded from the 9 MSS. in question, 
than all the rest. 

12. For dwoxp. elwev, T. & A. road ign, fr. 
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BCLA alone: but I still, with L., retain the 
t. rec., because internal evidence confirms the 
strongest external in its favour, considering that 
far less likely is it that ign should have been 
altered to dwoxp. elwey, fr. || Matt., than that 
Egy should have been brought in here (though 
not at Matt.) by critics, who have on several 
other occasions obtruded gy for Agy. or cia. 
See Matt. xix. 18, where B & 2 of its followers 
bring in éq twice for Adye: or elwe. See note 
there, and also ifr. xii. 23. 

I am now less certain as to my emendation 
wai «aes, for t. rec. kai wws, and am inclined 
to think, with Al., that our Lord answered the 
Apostles’ question by telling them that sé is 
eren so; and then returns the question b 
another, q. d. And how is it &c.? Only 
pause at the fuct, that wwe tnterrogantis does not 
occur, but only oljicientis vel contradicentis, as 
in Joh. xiv. 9, xat wis ov Aivyers, where see 
the exx. that I have adduced in note. 

For dwoxabiora, Ln, Tis., & Al. read a7o- 
xaSiorave, fr. ABDLA & 5 curss.: but the 
authority is insufficient, esp. as being unsup- 
poe by internal evidence, wh. is equally ba- 
anced, since although éwoxa8s:o7raver was likely 
to be used as being a later Gr. form, found in 
Polyb.,and other writers of his class, and wh. has 
place in Acts i. 6, yet it is used by such very lute 
Gr. writers, that it may have been employed by 
the scholiasts here to expluin this peculiar con- 
tract form, wh. is found in Hdot. & other an- 
cient writers in the 3d pers. pres. of verbs in -dw, 
and not only in several good Gr. writers, but 
aleo in Sept. at Dan. ii. 21, and elsewh. in 

T., as Acts xvii. 15, xaQiorm@yres, though 
there xaO:o7ravoyres is adopted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., yet only fr. 3 uncials (ABC) & a very few 
c 


urea. 

For éEovdev 67, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
-n 69, fr. BDL 2, pet.; but Tis. 3 restores iEou- 
dey w87, with reason, since internal evidence 
comes in aid of the strongest external to confirm 
the form in —ow, for though it occurs in the 

t. very oft, yet in N. T. only here: and since 
it 1s found in all the MSS. exc. 4, it may fairly 

rega as a term peculiar to Mk., and, as 
such, it would be highly uncritical to displace 
it for the furm in —éw, wh. also occurs freq. in 
the Sept., and hence was likely to be brought in 
by critics who preferred it, though neither form 
is used by the pure Gr. writers. 

13. For #0+Anyoav, Tis. & Al. read #0eAoy, 
fr. BCDL. But I still, with Ln., retain t. rec., 
it being more probable that {@eAov should have 
been a corrn of Alexn critics, than that it 
should have been altered to 7UéAnoay, fr. 
|| Matt., and have come into all the copies exc. 4, 
as aleo at Lk. xviii. 4. 

15. For iddv & é£e8unBiOn, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read Iddyres—iteVauBiOnoay, fr. BCDILA & 
10 cures. [add Cod. Victor., cited by Jacks., & 
Lam. 1188, & Scr. y,z, H]. Internal evidence, 
however, is in its favour, the other seeming a 
rate gramml corrn to agree with the sing. in 

Aor. 

4 6. For ypauuateis, I would now, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al. read avrots, fr. BDLA & 4 curss. 
(add Lam. 528, 1178, 79, & 92, Scr. i,k, 1, n, 
8, V, W, Zz] : and internal evidence confirms ex- 
ternal, ypaup. being prob. derived fr. the scho- 
liasts, where the reference at v. 14 was noted. 
Why avrovs at the end of the verse should 
have been altcred by the recent editors to avrous, 
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I cannot imagine, since the authority for this 
reading is inconsiderable and by no means 
weighty ; indeed scarcely any amount of authority 
could gualy its adoption, it being at variance 
with the context, 

17. For awo«p:Oeis—alwe, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read dwrexpi0y aitw, fr. BDLA & 2 curss., o 
manifest crit. corrn of style prob. suggested by 
Ital. copies, some of wh. have the reading. 

18. 1 would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
tay, fr. ABKA and many curss. (exclus. of Lam. 
1177 & 79, Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540 et alii), con- 
firmed by interna] evidence, as existing in the 
Hellenistic character of the reading. The avrov 
after ddovras is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCDLA & 8 curss. in closest connexion: and 
internal evidence does not compensate for the 
deticiency of external, since it is more likely to 
have been removed by critics, than added by 
revisers; and its Hellenistic character attests 
the genuineness of the word. 

19, The reason why I have adopted avrois is 
not so much from the amount of external au- 
thority, as because tndernal evidence is quite in 
its favour. It is, however, unnecessary to con- 
sider avrw, with Al.,asacorm of udrois. It 
may rather be a very ancient error of scribes, 
who would be more likely to think that the 
pronoun hias reference to the preceding than the 
following context, esp. since dtroxp.Weis, bein 
taken in the ordinary sense of azstcering, woul 
lead to the error. 

20. Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. remove ev0. after +d 
wveupa, fr, BCLA & 2 curss.; and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. ‘‘a corrn to disconnect Td wyeu- 
aa fr. idwv.” But the corrn rather lies in the 
opposite quarter, as Tis. now sees, who restorcs 
t. rec., pronouncing the other collocation “a 
manifest corrn, namely to connect «v0. with 
iowap.,” wh., however, is discountenanced by 
| Lk. Besides, after all, the disconnexion does 
not remove the anomaly of constrn, wh. coming 
under the wide category of axucoluthon, is some- 
what similar to that at Acts xx. 3. 

22. +d before wip is added in AEFGKMVI 
&, as Tis. reckons, 60 curss., to wh. I add Lam. 
528, 1176, 78, 79, 87, 88, 89, 92, Scr. i, k, 0, q, 
Tr, 8, V, X, y,Z, H, P, and almost all the Mus. 
te and it is adopted by Matth., Gr., & 
Sch.; but excluded by Ln., Tis., & Al., with 
reason, since internal evidence is rather against 
it, from the greater likelihood of its having been 
tnserted, fr. Matt. xvii. 15, than removed because 
not found in other similar passages, as Matt. iii. 
10, vii. 19, Lk. iii. 9, and generally not used. 
In fact, when the word is applied to denote fire 
generally, in the usage both of the class. writers 
and of the Sept., though it admits of the art., 
yet it may dispense with it; and the latter use 
is by far the more frequent. Stiil both in the 
class. writers and in the Sept., when the word 
follows piwreiv, Baddecy, or other verbs of 
casting, throwing, or committing, the art. is 
ee used (see Num. vi. 18, 4 Regg. xix. 

8, Jer. xxii. 7, xxxvi. 23, etal.) ; which cir- 
cumstance may seem to justify its use here, and 
would make it almost requist’e if wip here (as 
in Aristoph. Nub. 768, & Athen. p. 404 bis, & 
Plut. supr.) denoted the domestic fire in a house. 
Yet even then there are authorities wh. show 
that in the very purest Greek writers it was 
sometimes dispensed with. So in Hom. Il. w. 
45, & Od. p. 572, ». 154, Akschyl. Ag. 1435, 
Eurip. Or. 47, and Aristoph. Pac. 1131; and 
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Xen., a most pure Gr. writer in prose, a!most 
always dispenses with the art. ow in the 
present passage it is not clear whether the 
domestic fire be meant, or fire generally : though, 
indeed, the domestic fire must be supposed zn- 
cluded. On the whole, it would seem that, 
while Matt. & Joh. (see iii. 9, xxii. 55) chose to 
use the art., Mk. & Lk. (see iii. 9, xxii. 55) 
dispensed with it. Hence I would now remove 
the ro, on very strong authority, namely, that of 
BCDHILSXA and a competent number of 
curss., exclus, of Lam. 1177, Scr. p, & Mus. 
1810!, 5467, 5540, copies of most ancient text. 
As respects the change in the collocation of 
the Pore adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCLA, that prob. arose purely fr. crit. corrn. 
For évvaca: here and at v. 23, La. Tis., & Al. 
edit duvy, fr. BDILA & 5 curss., and notwith- 
standing the slenderness of external authority, I 
am not disinclined to admit it, since internal 
evidence is in its favour, from the likelihood of 
its being employed by Mk., as being a later Gr. 
form, used by Polyb., Aélian, Diog. Laert. (not 
Lucian, as Tis. states, but the schol. on Luc.), 
and occasionally, however rarely, in the Sept., as 
in Job xxxiii. 5, Deut. xiv. 29, also in the 
N. T., Rev. ii. 2 (sine v. ].), and perhaps in Lk. 


i, 2. 

23. Tis. still continues to exclude miorsicat, 
though on the slender authority of only BCLA 
& 4 curss.—a deficiency of external, not com- 
pensated by tnternal evidence, since the reading 
seems a mere crit. altern to get rid of a difficulty ; 
wh., however, it does not effect, nay, involves 
one still more awkward to encounter, as existing 
in a mode of constrn, and a turn of expression 
rather suited to some rhetorician or ce like 
Apollon. Tyan., or Liban., or Max. Tyr., than 
to the Saviour of a ruined world. In the next 
words the term wor. is emphatic, q.d. All 
things are possible [to be done] for him who 
believeth (if he does but believe) : the best com- 
ment on which is found in the passage supr. vi. 
5, 6, ovk Advvato éxet ovdepiav dyvanty Wown- 
cai—Kail tBavpuale dia riy dmiotiay avtwy, 
where see note. : 

25. For rd wvevna té GX. Kal «., Ln., Tis., 
& Al. read v0 GX. xai kw. wv., fr. BCILA & 
5 curss., It. & Vig.: and Al. pronounces t. rec. 
acorrn. But it is surely far less probable that 
so minute an altern should have been introduced 
into all the MSS. exc. 10, than that in those 
10 a corrn should have been made by critics, 
prob. ps arbi by the Lat. verss., where the 
idiom of that language almost required that 
position. The critica were, it seems, the more 
induced to adopt the change of position in order 
that the rd vocat. might not be mistaken for the 
v6 definite. Besides, they prob. stumbled at this 
use of neut. rO—a use never occurring in the 
class, writers, nor, I believe, in the Sept., though 
itis found supr. v. 42, and there the ro could 
not be dissevered, in order that the anomaly 
might become less prominent. 

ust after, Tis. & Al. edit gir. core, fr. 
BCLA & 33, their constant attendant: but Ln. 
retains t. rec. rightly, since the position before 
the verb is highly suitable to the iyu emphatic 
and the direct address, to express which more 
distinctly, the Cod. B (teste Muiv) repeats the 
éy, an inexcusable crit] licence (prob. suggested 
by the It. & Syr. verss.), for although the repe- 
tttton of the pronoun in such a case is very fre- 
quent in the Hebr., yet it never, I think, occurs 


in the Greek language, and accordingly it is 
never expressed in the Sept. vers., though it is, 
I find, in the Pesch. Syr. of the O. T. 

26. avrov after owap. is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BC'DL &, Tis. adds, ‘‘ it seems a few others.” 
But where are those others? I can only adduce 
Lam. 1176: and internal evidence is not fa- 
vourable. It was most probably expunged for 
the purpose of removing a tautology and im- 
proving the style: and the preponderating 
weight of external evidence, while it excludes 
the former, demands the latter. On the con- 
trary, tzternal evidence is quite in favour of 
xpaEus and ti ta adopted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BOCDLA: but the insufficiency of ex- 
ternal forbids the change. The same remark 
applies to the rods before wodAovs, inserted b 
La., Tis., & Al., fr. ABLA & 33 alone, wit. 
this difference, that internal evidence is less 
favourable. 

The art. has been obtruded before wro\Aa not 
only here, but swpr. vi. 2, where see note. It is 
observable that the same has takén place at 
Thucyd, ii. 4, viii. 44, but the oppostie at 
Thucyd. viii. 40. 

28. 1 still adopt, with Lu., & +z, as being 
almost necessary to the reader, in order to dis 
tinguish it from dre. The true mode of viewin 
the idiom is to consider it as an highly elliptica 
mode of expression, for vi or dta Tt Stet, found 
in a few ancient MSS., though evidently glosses 
derived from || Matt. This use of 6 rc, frequent 
in Mk., might seem to be an idiom of provincial 
i.e. Syrian) and ordinary, perhaps colloquial 

reek, were it not found in Hom. Od. +. 463, 
sulla at and others of the purest Gr. writers : 

et only when used extra interrogattonem, or at 
east in tndirect interrogation. In its use here 
in dérect interrog. consists the anomaly in 
question. 

29. I am still of the same opinion, against 
Ln. & Tis., as to the genuineness of the words éy 
ynoreia, which Al. has rightly retained, but not 
rightly accounted for their absence in B. They 
could not be lost from the cause he supposes, 
since they are also absent in the Cod. Bobb. of 
the It. vers. However, considering that the Peach. 
Syr., Persic., & Arm. verss. attest the existence 
at a very early period of gv ynoreia xai wpoc- 
svxy, occg also in B 33, the Syr. vers., both 
Jerus. & Curet., the Sah. & /Eth. versions,—a 
reading which must have extended to many copies, 
—the variation of position may, as in a multi- 
tude of other cases, have led to omisston of one of 
the two expressions, either by the scribe of B or 
that of its archetype. Moreover, that Mk. wrote 
the words in the same order as we now have 
them can hardly be doubted, from very strong 
authority attesting it, confirmed as it is by Dan. 
ix. 3 and Acts xiv. 23. 

30. For xai éxet@ev, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
xaxetOev, fr. BDLA; but without sufficient 
reason, since it is more likely that the crasis 
was tniroduced into 4 copies, than that it was 
removed in all the rest. It is oft, indeed, diffi- 
cult to determine whether this crasis of xai with 
a following word beeing with « had fires or 
not. But as regards éxei¥ev, it should seem 
that though the crasis was admitted in the 
middle of a sentence, it was not so at the be- 
ginning, at least when the former one terminates 
with a full point (though occasionally when it 
terminates with a colon, as Acts xiii. 21); and 
certainly not when there is a transition to 
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another matter, as here and ifr. x. 1, xai 
dvacras, where see note. In this case, the xal 
is continualive in respect of time, equiv. to and 
then ; and so becomes too significant to admit of 
the crasis. Perhaps xai éxet¥ey is the true 
reading at Acts xxviii. 15. 

31. For +7 trp. nu., Lu, Tis, & Al. read 
era Toeis nutpae, fr. BCDLA, It., Cop., & 
ater Syr. verss. And internal evidence is in 
its favour, since, as Tis. remarks, ‘‘ this expres- 
sion is very freq. in Mk., though it is usually, in 
gzome copies, interchanged with ry Tp. 1m., 
which is the phrase of Matt. & Lk.” It is proby, 
though not certainly, the true reading. 

33. For Aen, Lo., Tis., & Al. read Ao», 
fr. BD & 12 cures. [add Lam. 1187 & Scr. k, pj, 
together with the Syr., It., & Vig. verss. But 
internal evidence is equally balanced ; for 7AUen 
may have been written to suit with yevdouavoe 
following, and #A¥uv to suit with époBourro: 
but the latter is the more probable. Before 
drerXoyifec¥e the words wpds eavTovs are cancd 
by Ln., Tis. 2, and Al., of whom Al. deems it 
a gluss, which, he says, the variety of position 
shows. But that shat variety of position might, 
as very oft, occasion the omisston of the words in 
the 4 MSS., wh. alone are without them, namely, 
BCDL. Tis. 3 has restored them, remarking 
that d:adoy. without addition did not elsewhere 
occasion any stumbling; nor is it clear why 
any critics should have added wpde éautods. 
“Contra videbatur abundare: eoque molestius 
esse pnterat, proxime wpds dA jAous sequente.” 

37. Tis. 3 has restored éav, wh. he had, with 
La. & Al. altered to dv, fr. ABCDLA & 5 

curss.: though internal evidence is quite in 
favour of éav, from its Hellenistic character. 

38. For awexpidn 32, Tis. & Al. read én, fr. 
BLA & Cop. & Syr. verss. Of course, in such 
a case internal evidence decidedly confirmatory 
can alone justify its reception. Now the var. 
lectt. would seem to favour the supposn of Tis. 
& Al., that the t. rec. is a conformation of text 
to || Lk. avoxp:8els sire. But to suppose that 
such a process for no particular reason should 
have been made and got into all the copies exc. 
3 is far less probable, than that in those 3 the 
reading was a mere crit. corrn to get rid of the 
Hellenistic idiom by which dwoxp:6sis signifies 
simply addressing, the correctors not being aware 
that it is one of the idioms characteristic of Mk. 
to use awoxp. with a verb of speaking in the 
indic. The very same corrn is found supr. v. 
12 in the very same MSS., also im/r. x. 29 in 
BA & Cop, vers., in both passages adopted b 
Tis. & Al., but rejected, as here, by Ln., wit 
reason, since in all the three passages the reading 
seems a mere crit. corrn of style, prob. suggested 
by tnfr. xiv. 29, ipn adrw, and those many 

es of Matt. (not Mk., Lk., & Joh.) where 
Epy avrw or avrote oceurs. As to what Tis. 
supposes, that the revisers stumbled at the 
constrn i¢n—Aidywy, and corrected it variously 
—surely there could hardly be any so ill- 
informed as not to know that it is oft used, and 
that in the purest class. writers, from Hdot., 
Soph., Aristoph., & Xen., down to Dionys. Hal. 
On the other hand, it was the extreme elegance 
of constrn which induced the fastidious critics, 
ria whom this emendn proceeded, to bring it 
in here. 


As re the iy before rw dvdu., adopted 
by Ln. & Tis. 2, fr. BCDLA and one or two 


cures, [add Lam. 1187 & 88], but rejected by 
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Al. & Tis. 3, with reason, internal evidence 
being quite against it; it manifestly came fr. the 
scholiasts. 

The next words Gri ovx dxoX\ovOet Auty are 
sitll rejected by Tis., who supposes them in- 
serted fr. || Lk. But the insufficiency of autho- 
rity, only that of DX & 9 cures. in the closest 
connexion with D, discountenances that notion. 
The words were doubtless removed by some 
critics, who thought the wording of the sentence 
overloaded by needless repetition, and accord- 
ingly eased it by expunging ¢his clause, just as 
another class of critics, represented in BCLA, 
effected the same purpose by removing the pre- 
ceding clause. Both classes were, it seems, quite 
unaware that this kind of seeming, not real, 
much less needless, repetition, ie characteristic 
of our evangelist’s manner. 

40. Though there is some uncertainty as to 
the reading, and Matth., Sch., and Ln. edit 
Use, I still retain the Elz. fuay, which, how- 
ever deficient in uncial MSS., is supported by an 
unusual number of curstves (though in words so 
perpetually confounded, external authority has 
not ite usual weight), and in such a case the 
balance must be struck by internal evidence, 
which here only just turns the scale in favour of 


MODY. 

41. Sre after N\éyeo Uutv is added by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. CDLA & 10 curss. [exclus. of Lam. 
1177 & 78, & the Burl. MS., om. by Wets. ], 
confirmed by the Syr., Cop., & Ath. verss., & 
several Latin copies: and since internal evidence 
is in its favour, I am disposed to adopt it. 

42, Tis. 3 now edits éay (for the ay of Ln., 
Al. 2, and his own 2d ed.), wh. reading has 
place in all the Lam. copies, all the Scr. exc. s, 
and some of the most ancient of the Mus. copies. 

For wicrevovtwy, Tis. & Al. read wiorw 
éxovrey, fr. C1D & one It. copy—exceedingl 
slender authority, almoet wholly baeed on Dd 
(for whether C ever had the reading is avowedly 
uncertain), and that xot, as they imagine, com- 
pensated by internal evidence, being grounded 
on the mere surmise, that t. rec. came fr. || Matt. 
That such an ajteration should have come into 
all the copies exc. one, is incredible. 

The words ele Gedy may have been introduced 
from || Matt.; and there is something to con- 
firm that supposition in CDA 256, Ital. a, b, 
ff, i, k, and one MS. of Copt. vers. And in- 
deed the construct. absol. does occur supra v. 23, 
To wiorevovTs, and elsewhere: but there is 
not sufficient warrant even to place the words 
within brackets. I cannot bring myself to be- 
lieve that Mark wd pass over words almost in- 
dispensable,—and which he must, on the autho- 
rity of Matt., have believed to have been used 
by our Lord. I have no doubt that the words 
els dud, being accidentally /ost in a very ancient 
original, occasioned afterwards the alteration of 
miotevovTwy into wloriw éyovrwy by critics, 
who stumbled at the absol. constrn in this con- 
text, and thus resorted to their usual expedient 
of introducing something from whateocever quar- 
ter that they preferred. 

For wvAcxos, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dyixés, fr. 
BCDLA & 8 curss. [add Lam. 1175, Mus. 
11839], with the It., Vig., & other verss.:; and 
Al. pronounces that auvA. was derived fr. || Matt. 
But, as Tis. 3 (who now restores uvA.) remarks, 
the reading both in Matt. & Mk. varies, though 
pur. dynos in Matt. is changed in the fewest 
copies, 
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43. For vo: éori, L., T., & A. read iorl ce, 
fr. BCLA & 5 cursives in the closest connexion 
with them [add Mus. 15581 ]—slender autho- 
rity, and not compensated by Internal evidence, 
since os was less likely to be altered to coz in 
all the copies exc. 10, than in those 10 to be 
altered from co: to oe for the sake of agreeing 
with the ce tnxfra v. 45, the critics not taking 
into account the variety of constrn found, even 
in the purest class. Greek writers, in such a case. 
That oe, not cor, is the true reading at v. 45, is 
probable, since it is found in almost all the un- 
cials and, besides the 25 cursives alleged by Tis., 
in Lam. 1175, 7678 & 79, Scr. p, w, and 3 Mus. 
copies. 

44, Tis., at first misled by Meyer, continues 
to exclude the words of this verse and those of 
v. 46; though only on the authority of BCLA 
& 6 cursives, all of one class; and of those two 
such as can hardly come into count, one being 
an Evangeliarium (and in such omissions are 
not unfreqy made of words which occur twice in 
a reading), and the other No. 256, being (like No. 
255, mentioned swpra v. 42) only a collection of 
comments or scholia on fragments of Mk. & Lk., 
and therefore no evidence whatever. At v. 46 
to the same authorities for expungement Tis. 
subjoins No. 253, & also 92, bis. 19 Evang. 
[add Lam. 1177]. But these contribute little 
weight, No. 253 being a copy with full scholia 
in a sort of Catena, a class of MSS. from which 
proceeded no inconsiderable part of the rash 
alterations, additions, and expungements, which 
fill up so large a part of the v. lectt. in Weta, 
Gr., Sch., Al., & Tis. No. 27 ie but an Evan- 
APPT and therefore no good evidence. No. 

2 is objectionable on the same ground as No. 
253. So that the only real additions are No. 
218 (a MS. of no antiquity, nor of any great 
weight), and Lam. 1177, a MS. also of no great 
age, though copied from one of great antiquity, 
and of some weight. But neither these nor 92 
and Evang. 19 can be regarded as any true evi- 
dence, because they also omit v. 45; and I sus- 
pect that the two verses were omitted because of 
the recurrence of els rd wup 7d aaBeoror, and 
they all dave the words at v. 44, and in Lam. 
1177 such omissions are very frequent. Again, 
as the external evidence for the removal of the 
two verses is exceedingly scanty, so is the énter- 
nal quite unfavourable. No reason can be ima- 

ined why they should have been txserted, in all 

ut a very few, and almost all the versions. It 
is plain that they were expunged by rash critics, 
because seeming to them superfluous and as not 
found in || Matt., in which decision they evinced 
themselves wanting in judgment, or spiritual 
discernment not to perceive that this triple repe- 
tition of an awful declaration is derived from 
Iea. Ixvi. 24, where the prophet concludes his 
book of prophecies with a solemn representation 
of the misery without end of the finally impeni- 
tent, by a warning to all to beware of transgres- 
sion, derived from the miserable condition of 
those who should perish in the awful judgment 
predicted v. 15,16. The passage, howr, is not, 
as is generally supposed, a cifaiion from Isaiah, 
but an application by accommodation of what 
was so well known to the hearers, as to have 
become, if not proverbial, yet familiar as house- 
hold words. The points of accommodation are 
only in the introductory d7vu, and in the chang- 
ing of the fut. tense of the Sept. to the present; 
though the Alex. MS. and some others have 
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vTeXevra, which the Hebrew admits. In Judith 
xvi. 17 there is a similur application by ac- 
commodation of the prophet’s words, Képios— 
dxdixnoes avrods—dovvut wip kal oxwAnKxas 
els odpxas auTmy, nai xAavoovTu—tws alavos, 
vii. 17. When we consider the characteristic 
care of the present evangelist to record minute 
circumstances, and when we call to mind the 
intimate connexion subsisting between himself 
and the Apostle Peter, we can hardly doubt that 
this important particular of our Lord's thrice re- 
peated word of warning to impenitent sinners 
bbe communicated by that Apostle to the evan- 
gelist. 

50. For d\as, Ln, Tis., & Al. read dAa, fr. 
A*BDLA & 3 or 4 curss., regarding dAas as a 
mere altern to suit Aas occurring twice just 
before: yet even there L & A have dAce, and it 
is far less likely that the writer shd have altered 
the form of the word within the compass of two 
verses, than that either the critics shd have 
changed the Hellenistic to the pure Greek 
accus., or that the scribes shd have inadvertently 
written &\a for dAas, as was done in L & A in 
the former verse. It is true that the pure Greek 
form is used at v. 49: but there the words are a 
citation (though without the formula citandt) fr. 
Lev. ii. 13, Sept., and even there the in 
fluctuates. Most improbable is it that. Mark 
shd have used this Attic Greek form ds at all, 
considering that the other Greek N. Test. 
writers have no where used it. It ies foun¢, 
indeed, in the Sept., yet rarely ; and then almost 
confined to dative sing., & genit. sing. & plur. 
In the accus. sing. it occura only once, namely, 
4 Regg. ii. 20. 


X. 1. For t. ree. cdxetOev, I still, for reasons 
wh. will appear fr. note supra ix. 30, retain, 
with Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., «ai éixzt0ev, fr. BCDEA 

5 curas., exclus. of Lam. 1179, Scr. y, Mus. 
6559, 5731, 11836, 16183, confirmed by internal 
evidence. At any rate, the transition of subject 
here, as at vii. 34, almost demands the absence 
of the crasis. 

On reconsidering the difficulty connected 
with dca rou, and the best mode of asrertaining 
what were the words really used by Mk., at the 
close of the Ist clause of thie verse, 1 am still 
averse to cancelling the words in question (though 
to the 2 MSS. adduced to authorize it, I can 
add Lam. 1177 & Scr. y, H), because that is 
very like cuéitng, rather than untying the knot, 
and removing the difficulty by bringing the 
passage into complete conformity to || Matt. 
As little can I approve of the xal introduced, 
instead of d:a tov, by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. only 
BC? & L. To allege that the «ui was “ brought 
in to help the sense by further governs the 
thought,” is based on a mere surmise. ides, 
the xail is tneffective as well as precarious, inas- 
much as it would seem that Mk. meant to make 
some addition, whatever that might be, to Matt. 
To cut out words because they are inexplicable 
is quite uncritical, and transgresses the canon 
that to heul is better than to amputate. But the 
question is, what is the exact pe of the sen- 
tence that calla for this cork | That is. I ap- 
seat nothing more than the word rou, wh., 

suspect, came in, by emor of scribes, to the 
exclusion of the original reading, wh. was mis- 
understood by being written abbreviutim, at the 
end of a line, in some very ancient original, 


namely, wo., which might, if partly faded away, 
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be mistaken for rov. That the word must have 
been in the copy used by the Persic translator 
is certain; and as the text of that versn was 
very much formed on the Pesch. Syr., it is pos- 
sible that the word may have been in some copy 
used by the Svr. translr. Mark was likely to 
use the word, and in the sense /urd, since wopos 
worapovu occurs in the best writers fr. Hom. & 
Hes. downwards, and sometimes preceded by 
é:uBas, as here simply by dca. This ford was 
prob. at Gamala, where there certainly was ther 
a ford, afterwards converted into a bridge. 

2. The oi before @ap., wh. I have brackd, and 
Lu., Tis., & Al. cancd, is abs. fr. all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies of any weight. For érnpw- 
vnoav, Ln., Tis., & Al. read érnopwrey, fr. 
BCDLMA & 15 curss., exclus. of Lam. 1177 
& 1188, Scr. y, & Mus. 5731. It is prob. the 
genuine reading, since Mk. several times elsewh. 
uses the imperf. tense, as does Lk. occasionally ; 
while Matt. & Joh. employ the aorist, wh. may 
have been introduced here as more usual. 

. For «ai axoxp. o ‘J. elwev, Tis. 2 & Al. 
read o dé 'Ino. etwev, fr. BCLA & Cop. vers.; 
but Ln. retains and Tis. 3 restores t. rec.— 
rightly, since internal evidence, as well as ex- 
ternal, is in its favour. Al., indeed, pronounces 
t. rec. to be “‘a correcn ;” but how are we to ac- 
count for so petty and useless an alteration finding 
ite way into all the copies exc. 4? On the other 
hand, nothing is more likely than that the 
reading of B, &c., was a mere correcn proceeding 
fr. critics, who here, as in not a few other pas- 
sages (sce Matt. ix. 38 & note), atumbled at, 
and accordingly expunged, this Hellenistic and 
Hebraistic sense of amoxp. of oun addressing 
any one, on which see my Lex. N, T. in v. 

6. 6 Weds is cancd by Tis. 2 & 3 and brackd 
by Ln. & Al., fr. BCLA, some Lat. copies, and 
the Cop. vers. But external testimony is insuf- 
ficient, and internal evidence can hardly be pro- 
nounced favourable. The words muy have been 
brought in fr. Gen. i. 27, but the circumstance 
that they are abs. fr. only 4 MSS. discountenances 
the supposition. It is far more probable that 
they were remored in those four by critics who 
regarded them as superfluous, and esp. as not 
found in || Matt. But fr. the difference of con- 
strn and diverse tournure of the two passages, 
there they are superfluous, here far from being 
such, since they are required by perspicuity ; and 
the evidence of all the MSS. but 4 is strengthened 
by all the ancient verss. exc. the Cop. & 2 It. 


copies. 

y. Tis. 3 has restored the words xai wpooxod- 
AnOHoerat—airou (wh. he had cancd, fr. B & 
1 curs., and an Evang. only), and he admits that 
they can hardly be dispensed with salvo neru, 
eve" their omission may readily be accounted 
or. 

8. For ysla ocdpt, is read odp— pla in 
ACFKM?UIr &, Tis. states, 30 curss. [I add 
Lam. 528, 1177, 78, Ser. i, 1, m, n, v, w, z, H, 
Mus. 5540, 5468, 5559, 5647, 5731, 1810, 11838, 
17982, Burl. MS., and the De Missy MS. (No. 
44), both om. by Wets.]. The t. rec. may have 
been, as T. & A. suppose, derived from || Matt. ; 
yet even there there is some variation of reading ; 
and one may suspect that in buh Gospels capt 
pia wasa mere crit. altern for conformity to the 

ition su at odpxa pia. 

P10. Fer is. TH olxiga, L., T., & A. read eis 
rhe olxiay, fr. BDLA & 9 cursives [I add Lam. 
1188 & Ser. y, H], and internal evidence may 
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seem in favour of the reading, being, fr. its 
Hellenistic idiom, likely to be altered to the 
usual class. Greek one. But there are several 
reasons why I cannot adopt the reading, 1) 
because external authority is insufficient, all 
the cursives being Evangeliaria, and accord- 
ingly not of equal weight with those tus 
textus; 2) because it is opposed by all the an- 
cient versions; 3) because there is no evidence 
that the Hellenistic idiom was ever used in the 
case of olxia; 4) because the waAry here, having 
reference to supra ix. 33, év 77 olxia yevopevos 
sine v. 1.), as such requires éy 77 olxia here. 
he avrov after wadnrui is cancd by Tis, & 
brackd by Ln. & Al., fr. BCLA & 11 curss. [add 
Lam. 1188, & Ser. y]|, and some copies of the It. 
vers, But here again is the same deficiency of 
external evidence, and partly the same dravwhack, 
from the circumstance attending what ts found, fr. 
most of the curss. being Evangeliaria ; nay, what 
is more, internal evidence is opposed to the ran- 
celling, the word having been, it wd seem, ex- 
punged for the pur; ose of removing the Helle- 
nistic idiom, wh., in the case of personal pro- 
nouns, happens perpetually in all the Gospels. 

For tov avrou, Lic. Tis., & Al. read rovrovu, 
fr. ABCLMXTA & 30 curss. {add Lam. 528, 
1175, & 77, 88, Scr. h, p, y, H, Mus. 5781, 5559, 
17741, 18211], external evidence not inconsi- 
derable; but not confirmed by ixternal, since 
the reading is, it wd seem, a mere corrn of cri- 
tics, who stumbled at the Hellenistic idiom, 
occurring, however, not unfreq. elsewh. in the 
N. T. (e.g. Matt. v. 46, Acts xv. 27, Eph. vi. 
9, Phil. ii. 18, 2 Thess. ii. 11, Heb. ii. 14, and 
several times in the Sept. and Apocr.), and so 
altered it to the usual Greek mode of expression 
in this case, rovrov. 

As respec ixnpwrmy just after, edd by Ln. 
& Tis., the same holds good which I said supr. 
v. 2; though here again the reading occurs in 
Ln., 1177, & 88, and Scr. y, which is note- 
worthy. 

12. For yuvn, Ln. 2 & Al. read auth, fr. 
BCDL: while Ln. retains and Tis. 3 restores 
yuvn, rightly, since internal evidence here does 
not compensate for the insufficiency of external, 
fiiasinuel ua one reading is as likely to be a crit. 
correcn as the other,—in which case external 
evidence, when, as here, paramount, must turn 
the scale: and surely the authority of all the 
MSS., exc. a small cluster of 4 the closest con- 
geners, confirmed by the 2 weightiest verss., 
cannot but attest the t. rec. as the genuine 
reading. 

13. avrov dy. is found in BCLA 124, 49 
Evang., excl. of Lam. 1188, Scr. y, H, & Mus. 
5731, 5559, 13836. The reading is very ancient, 
but prob. derived fr. || Lk, The «ai, wh. I have 
brackd, is abs. fr. all the Lam. MSS. exc. 2, 
most of the Scr., and every Mus. copy of weight, 
including the Cov. 1, omd by Mill, and the De 
Miesy (No. 44), omd by Wets. 

16, Tis. 3 has restored the order of ‘the words 
in t. rec., wh. he now defends, on far better 
grounds than those on wh. Al. oppugns that 
order. I wd, with Ln., for nvAoye:, read 
evAoyat; but were there stronger authority, I 
would, with Tis. & Al., receive xavevA., fr. 
BCLA & 10 cures. [add Scr. y, H, Lam. 1188, 
& several Mus. copies}, ¢his being a word too 
rare to have come fr. the scholiasts. It only 
occurs elsewh. twice in the book of Tobit (not 
the Sept., as Tis. says), & twice in Plut.; and it 
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was prob. a term of provinces: & Syrian Greek, 
like many other verbs compounded with xara 
& ev, occurring only in the Sept., Jos., & the 
later Gr. writers. 

19. In order to remove the difficulty as con- 
cerns the different form of our Lord's answer in 
the different evangelists, Al. supposes that here 
Mk. (ae opposed to Matt. & Lk.) takes exactly 
the commandments of the 2d table, ut awo- 
orep. standing for the 10th; while Matt. adds 
their summary (dyam. +. wAno. cov ws ceau- 
vTéy), omitting (with Lk.) uh door. on account 
of 41) xX. having gone before. But how dwoor. 
can, by whatever grammatl legerdemain, be so 
strained, not to say tortured, as to denote covet- 
tng what is another's, is past my comprehension. 

e best mode of solving the difficulty, is to sup- 
pose the term here brought in xar’ iwiuerpoy 
as regards uh «X., 80 as to draw forth the full 
extent of the injunction, and as said with refer- 
ence to Deut. xxiv. 16, Sept.—where, among the 
explanatory and modificatory matter of the judi- 
cial and the moral law, we have in the Alexn, & 
2 other uncials, and all the best curss., ov« dao- 
oreonjcers psoOov wey. For dwoorep., the 
awodcx. of B, and the bulk of the curss., cannot 
be right, and seems a mere blunder of an an- 
cient scribe, from his jumbling together d7ro- 
oreo., & its interlineary gloss déixyo., found in 
several copies. Finally, as s the absence 
of uh) awoorep. in BIKA &, Tis. says, 15 cures. 
{add Lam. 1179, Mus. 5540, Scr. v, w], it prob. 
arose fr. crith emendn, the expression being 
thought superfluous after the foregoing ui xAé- 
wWys: but droorep. is not the same with «Aéz., 
but signifies generally “to withhold what is due 
by agreement,” whether in wages, or in the un- 

id surplus of a debt. There may be a con- 
joint reference to the kindred e of Levit. 
xix. 13, as well as of Deut. xxiv. 14, in the a} 
awoor. of the , 28 we have it, of Mk., not 
Lk.,—and no wonder, since the character of the 
passage of Levit. is precisely the same as that of 

eut., as being, like it, placed in a portion of 
the book, heaton where there ht rie matter 
supplementary, explanatory, & modificatory, as 
touching the Atal j no Toes thas the jedicial law. 
Thus there we first have od xXNders, oF Wei- 
é:c82—rdv wAnoilov, and then (after s parenthe- 
tic sentence) is introduced xat’ éwluerpop, as in 
this passage of Mk., ovx ddexiioes tov wAnciov, 
i. e. him by withholding his due wages 
beyond the proper time of payment. Comp. 
Prov. x. 24, & iii. 27, & Mal. isi. 5, dwoor, 
puoOdv, Sirach xxxiv. 24. The phrase occurs 
9 in Jos. Ant. iv. 8, 3, & Plut. Vit. Dem., 


21. For coi, Tis. & Al. read ce, fr. BCMA 
28, 48 Evang., & 6 other cures. (add Lam. 1188, & 
Scr. w, y, z, H?]: and internal evidence does not 
compensate for the deficiency of external, since 
the canon of criticism wh. wd seem to confirm 
oe does not apply to aconstrn hike this, the accus. 
being unprecedented exc. in Ps. xxii. 1, Sept. 
xdpros Woimaiver pe, kai ouddy pe borepnost, 
though there several MSS. have, by a similar 
permutation, wor, wh. seems genuine as being 
confirmed by the other ancient verss., and re- 
quired by the context, mo: having prob. 
into ue, by inadvertence of scribes, fr. the pe 
preceding. That yo: is the true reading there 
further appears from its being confirmed by alt 
.the other ancient verss., which have, what 1s re- 
quired by the context, not pe but nor. Indeed, 
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ovédy we ctorep. is capable of no tolerable 
sense; while po: yields one altogether suitable, 
viz., “in no respect will He be wanting to me.” 
As ts the present passage, I still continue, 
with Ln., to reject the reading, which seems to 
have arisen at first fr. mere itacism, and to have 
been afterwards perpetuated by revisers, Graeculé 
semidocti, who being acquainted with the barba- 
rous constrn of verepsiv, with an accus. of per- 
son, such as is found in Nicet., & other Gr. 
writers media Grascitatis, thought it preferable. 

I am now dis to remove Tots before 
wrwyois, fr. nearly all the uncials and, Tis. 
says, 80 cures.; wh. I find abs. fr. the principal 
Lam. copies, nearly all the Scr., and all the 
Mus. copies of any note. 

24. I would now bracket rote before ypnu., 
which is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. ACEFGHKS 
UVXF and, Tis. states, 100 curss., to wh. I add 
all the Lam. exc. 3175, n all the Scr., and 
the best of the Mus. copies. Moreover, internal 
evidence is agatest the word, whick was more 
likely to be tmserted by the later revisers as 
thought required by the ra at v. 23, the rove 
at v. 24, & || Lk. xviii. 24, than in the 
great bulk of the MSS., as thought superfluous. 

28. I cannot yet—with La., Tis, & Al— 
receive #xoXovOnxauey, on such slender evi- 
dence as BCD, of which D presents the same 
change of tense at || Matt.; a circumstance wh. 
quite discountenances the surmise that —rcapzen 
came fr. || Matt. & Lk. Indeed, in BCD and 
others of that class the aor. tense of verbs is 
often altered into the perf. for some gramm} 
reason such as it mest belongs te philologists to 


divine. 

29. I still decline to admit, with Tis. & Al., 
én on such insufficient authority as BD & Cop. 
vers., for reasons wh. will appear fr. note saps. 
ix. 38. The 62, wh. I have, on strong autho- 
rity, bracketed, is abs. fr. several of the best 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. 

32. The words xal axod.—édof.. are abs. fr. 
several uncials and ancient cures. [add Lem. 
1179, & Scr. v}; but were prob. either lost by 
inadvertence of scribes in consequence of ho- 
meotel., or removed by critics, who stumbled at 
the feeling of fear thus expressed, not aware 
that, as I have shown, the term of. rather 
denotes ave. 

33. The rois before yeauu. ie cancd by Gr., 
Sch., & Ln., on strong authority, 11 uncials & 
20 curss., exclus. of almest all the Scr. & Mua. 
MSS., and the best of the Lam. & Scr. copies. 
But internal evidence is rather in its favoasr, 
since it was more prob. removed as superfluous 
and as abs. fr. all the copies at |} Matt., than 
tnserted for no particular reason. 

35. I would now bracket oi before vioi, wh. is 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., on considerable 
authority (to which I can add Lam. 528, 1176, 
1187, Scr. i, p. q, r, w. H, P, Mus. 5540, 5731, 
5467 & 8, ibe. 16943, 16184, 18211, & 
Cov. 1, om. by Mill), confirmed by internal 
evidence. After airjewper the pron. is sub- 
joined by En., Tis., & Al., fr: ABCLA & 12 
curss. [add Lam. 1177 & 78, Scr. p, w]. Al. 

onounces the word ‘‘ omitted as superfluous.”* 

et its very variety of position in the MSS. 
may rather induce one to think that it was 
brought tn by critical revisers for the purpose of 
improving the composition, by farniebing a oz 
to correspond to me at the next verse. 

3/7. Tis. & Al. read cov éx de=., fr. BCLA : 
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and Al. proneniiess t. ree. de 8%. cov “an 
alteratn of posn derived fr. || Matt.” But that 
this should have been introduced into all the 
copies exc. 4 is highly improbable. Besides, it 
involves a great harshness, and, what is more, 
I cannot find a single example of that position 
either in the Sept. er the class. writers, though 
very many occur in the ordinary position, which 
accordingly was not likely to have been varied 
from by Mk. I doubt not that in those 4 copies 
the let cou was first omd or removed to prevent 
tautology—thus the 2nd cov was for the same 
reason removed in D & al., asin || Matt. at B— 
and then restored to the text, theugh at the 
wrong place. The same applies to the next 
words according to the text of Tis. & Al., fr. 
nearly the same MSS., cou ££ dpior., at least 
as regards the position. As to the change of 
edeoy. to dpior., on the ground that evwy. was 
““ an alteration fr. || Matt.,” the weight of external 
authority, confirmed by internal evidence, dis- 
countenances such a surmise, it being far more 
probable that dpso7., feund in enly 4 MSS, 
AGogeaes was a correca of critics. who preferred 

t term, having prob. in mind Lk. xxiii. 33. 

38. For xai before +d Bdwr., Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read ¥, fr. BC’LA & 6 curss., fellow-copies 
of DL, & 3 or 4 others [I can only add Muse. 
11836]. But though this may seem confirmed 
by the state of the reading at || Matt., yet the 
externa] evidence is insufficient, esp. as not com- 
poasated by infernal, since the cai could not, as 
Al. su » have been derived fr. v. 39 (for 
there the constrn is quite different), but rather 
fr. | Matt.; and it is very possible that in both 
passages xai may have been altered to #4 by crit. 
corm as more grammatically exact, just as at 
Matt. vi. 25, in B & 10 curss., together with 
Ital., Cop., Orig., Athan., & Basil, and adopted 
by La. more in note on Joh. x. 14. 

39. The uéy after +d wor. is cancd by T. & 
A., fr. BC'LA, but retained by Ln., rightly, 
since, though internal evidence is ayainst it, 
there is no sufficient external testimony to 
warrant its removal ; for in se few copies it may 
have been omitted by inadvertence of scribes, 
who often omit mé», yap, and other monesyllabic 

rticles which were usually expressed by ab- 

reviation. 

40. For «ai, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 4, from 
BDLA & 4 cures. ; but though internal evidence 
is rather in favour of 1, considering that xai 
may have been introduced frem || Matt., and 
may have come fr. exit. corrn fece note supr. v. 
38), at any rate there is need of far mere au- 
thority te warrant its ton. I am new 
inclined to double-bracket the pov after evap., 
since it is abs. from 9 of the moet ancient uncials, 
and not a few cures., to which I can add nearly 
all the Lam., mest of the Scr., and some of the 
best Mas. copies. 

42. For 6 é& *{. wpoex. avt., Lo., Tis., & 
Al. read wpoex. avr. 6 'I., fr. BCDLA & 1 
curs., together with the Syr., Cep.. & It. a, and 
internal evidence is somewhat in favour of the 
reading, since the t. rec. mag have been de- 
rived ff. l} Matt. & Lk., yet would hardly have 
get inte all the copies exc. eiz. 

43. For ieva:, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dere, fr. 
BC'DLA aad the It. & Vig. verses. But ex- 
ternal authority for it is insufficient; and in- 
ternal not in favour, since it may have arisen 
from error of ecribes in two or three very 
ancient archetypes,—it being not unfrequent for 
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scribes to confound forjy and éevrat; so that, 
at any rate, the reading is doubtful. 

For dsdxovos dum, | would now read, with 
Ln., Tis., & AL, tua» dax., fr. nearly all the 
uncials and very many curss.—exclus. of nearly 
all the Iam., Scr., & Mus, copies—confirmed by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as t. rec. seems to 
be a mere change by revisers to the natural order 
of the words. 

46. Ln., Tis., & Al. insert o before vids, fr. 
BCDLSA & 12 curss. jeid Lam. 1177, 88, Scr. 

, r, w, y, H, Mus. 5/31, 17982, et al.]: and 
cancel 6 before ru@Ads, fr. BCLA & 4 
curss. [add Lam. 1188, Ser. y, H, Mus. 5731]. 
Of course, there must have been a transposition 
in one direction or the other. Al. pronounces 
t. rec. ‘a transpoen for elegance.” But from 
the state of the external evidence it is far more 
prob. that the other reading is an emendn of 
critics who stumbled at the remarkable use of 
the 6 (where, as is observed by Mr. Green, 
Gr. N. T, Dial. p. 197, from our ignorance of the 
circumstances of the case we do not see why it was 
applied, as in the instance of the Alexander and 
Rufus mentioned infr. xv. 21, persons who 
however unknown to ss, were perfectly well 
knewn to the disciples), and consequently ap- 
plied themeelves to get rid of the difficulty by 
transposing the o from ry@Acs to rpoca:roy, 
of course altering it to wpoouitns (too readil 
adopted by Tis. & Al. fr. only BLA, It. k, & 
Cop.), in order te get rid of the art., and the 
more readily adepting the word from its occur- 
ring in many ancient MSS. at Joh. ix. 8, and 
prob, the true reading éhere. They were the 
mere induced to remove the art. because they 
observed that in || Lk, it is not used, nay, is 
excluded by the expression tui. Tis. hat 
was the circumstance that justified the use of 
the art. it is not easy to say. That there were 
many blind persons in 80 considerable a city as 
Jericho cannot be doubted, esp. considering that 
in that particular site, and in the whole neigh- 
bouring tract of the country, ophthalmia has ever 
been prevalent : but there was, it seems, some- 
thing in the case of Bartimaeus which was so 
remarkable personally, as to make Aim an object 
of especial notoriety. 
. For elwev avtov hwunGijvar, Ln., Tis., 
& Al, read gwvjcate avrov, fr. BCLA 7, 299, 
3 pet. & 6 Evang. [add Lam. 1188, Scr. r H}, 
Cop., Syr., Lat. m, Ital.: and Tis. & Al. pro- 
nounce t. rec.a conformation to|| Lk. It mayhave 
been such: but that it should have been made 
and then found ite way into all the copies exc. 
15, and all the veres. of any weight, is far less 
probable than that in those few copies, and. the 
veras. their fellows (forming a class), the altera- 
tion was made, and introduced for the purpose 
of imparting greater spirit, and a sort of dra- 
matic effect, by bringing in the direct address, 
of which other examples are not wanting. See 
supr. v.49 and note. I am new induced, for 
a8 same reasons as supr. v. 41, to adopt 

eps. . 

50. For dwacords, La., Tis., & Al. read, fr. 
BDLM32A, 3 curss. [add Scr. z, M, 5540 al.]J, 
withIt., Vig.,Cop., Go., Syr., Lat., & Orig., dvawn- 
éjoas, and Al. pronounces the t. rec. “a gos, 
or alteration te a more usual term.” But a 
gloes was necdiess, and avaocrt. is not so unusual 
as to call for an alteration to a more usual term, 
nor was the one in queetion ap to have got: 
into all the copies exc. se few, into the Syr., 
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Arab., Pers., & A&th. verss. Such an unneces- 
sary alteration is far less prob, than that dvaz. 
was an alteration of critics for the purpose of 
introducing a term of greater strength and spirit, 
and one more suitable to the context, by further 
poor aaa the graphic force inherent in dwro- 
Barwv. But avawné. in that classical accepta- 
tion (no where found in the Sept. & N. T.) was 
not likely to be known to St. Mark. Whereas 
he and the other Hellenistic writers of the N. T. 
very oft use avaor., wh. occurs in the Sept. per- 


peal. 

- 61, The reading o 82 ’I. elev adra, adopted 
by T. & A., fr. BCDL alone, is slenderly at- 
tested, and rests on & mere surmise, namely, 
that the t. rec. was derived from || Lk., whereas 
the strange variations in the text of the It. & 
Vig. verss. show that the text was at an early 
period so tampered with, that there is little au- 
thority in those ancient MSS. BCDL, wh. were 
oft more or less affected in their readings by the 
Lat. verss. 


XI. 1. For ‘Iepoveadhy, ‘TepoccAvua is 
ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDLA & 9 curss. 
fadd Mus. 11836], the It. & Sah. verss. & Orig. 
And since Mk. elsewh. invariably uses this form, 
it may be supposed that he also employed it 
here. But may he not have used ‘IepovcaAiu 
once, and ‘[epoood. have been written by Orig., 
and from him and the It. copies ‘IepoooA. have 
been brought in by crit. revisers? Thus, al- 
though Lk. in his Gospel very oft uses the form 
‘IepovcaAju, yet in five passages we find 
‘lepoooX.; though in one of them, xviii. 31, 
Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. ‘IepoocX., perhaps, as I 
have shown, rightly. Luke in his Acts and 
Paul in his epee se use ‘Tepouc. twice as oft as 
*IepoaoX. ; whereas John, in his Gospel, seems 
to have always used ‘Iepoc6A., while in the 
Revel. he invariably employs ‘Iepouc., wh. 
occurs more frequently than the other in the 
Sept. & Philo Jud. The reverse, I believe, ob- 
tains in Josephus, As respects the neat name of 

, on reconsidering the perplexed question 
as to the true spelling, I am inclined to think 
that B»,0¢. is the true reading in all three Gos- 
pels. As to the reading ByYopayn occurring 
In many ancient MSS., including all the best of 
the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, I have on 
| Matt. xxi. 1 shown that the reading is not 


to be sustained either there or here, for the pre 


reasons I have there adduced. It is not to be 
supposed, with Tis. 2 & Al., that Matt. wrote 
Byod., and Mk. Bn¥d. Tis. 3, indeed, ex- 
punges B86. xai, on the inadequate authority 
of D, It., Vig., & Orig. The words are rightly 
retained by Al., but on wrong grounds, inas- 
much as they were prob. not Jost by scribes, but 
removed by critics who thought them better 
away, as helping to remove a difficulty, which, 
however, may better removed in another 
way. At any rate the difficulty may be lessened 
in all the three parall. passages by rendering the 
els unto, equiv. to as far as, éXGovres being in 
Mk. implied in the context, but in || Matt. ex- 
pressed. It would seem that in proceeding from 
Jericho to Jerusalem our Lord and his disciples, 
on their approach to Jerusalem as far as the 
Mount of Olives, first came to Bethph., whence 
Jesus sent two of his disciples to the neighbouring 
village Bethany, situated “right over againat 

and opposite to it. Whether our Lord entered 
Bethany is uncertain, but it would seem that He 
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did, though no ore of the three evangelists has 
expreenty mentioned it. See my note on Matt. 
xxi. 1. 


For trav éXaramv, the reading of B alone, +d 
éX., is somewhat confirmed by Jos. Bell. v. 2, 3, 
xara Td 'E\atwv kadcbpuevoy Gpos, but it prob. 
arose fr. a crit. corrn of style. 

2. The t. rec. Avcovres abrév GyayeTe may 
have come, as Tis. & Al. think, fr. || Lk.: but 
the extreme slenderness of evidence, BCLA, 
makes it more probable that the other reading 
was @ mere crit. emendn to introduce a more 
suitable term (see note on Lk. xv. 23), and 
partly suggested by the It., Vlg., and other cog- 
nate verss. That dyayere is the genuine read- 
ing here will appear fr. note on Matt. xxi. 2. 
As to bépers, ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BCLA, It., 
Vlg., Cop., Sah., ASth., & Orig., it is manifestly 
@ mere ploss or crit. corrn to plainer term, like 
éyecoe for fryaye at Acts xiii. 23. 

3. ore is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BA 
239, 433 [add Lam. Mt), & 5 It. copies, on the 
supposition that it came fr. || Matt. & Lk. But 
that it shd have been interpolated in all the 
copies exc. five is very improbable, esp. since 
this dr: recitatrvum is very often removed by 
the Alexn critics. As s the wadw, 
variously placed in several ancient copies, it 
seems to have been adopted fr. the It. vers. 

For dwoore) ct, | would now edit dwootéAA at, 
on the strongest external evidence,—strengthened 
by all the Lam. MSS. exc. 528 & 1178, all the 
Scr. exc. p, x, and all the Mus. copies of any 
weight,—and confirmed by tmternal. 

4. The t. rec. daHAVov d& may have come, as 
Al. thinks, fr. || Lk. & Matt.; but considering 
the very few copies, only BLA, wh. have the 
reading they adopt, «ai a&wijA Gop, it is very im- 
probable: and esp. since «ai and a verb is per- 
petually changed to the verb folld by dé in the 
Alex. MSS. I have brackd the vrov before 
aww@Xov, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., on competent 
authority, strengthened by the best Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies, and confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, since the art. was more likely to be tn- 
serted as if necessary, which it is not, than re- 
moved in so many copies for no particular reason. 
As respects the ti» before Odpay, cancd by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BLA, the authority is too slender to 
warrant its expungement; and internal evidence 
is unfavourable, since it was more likely to be 
than removed. The evang. was almost 
sure to use the art., since I know ef no other in- 
stance in either the N. T. or Sept. of its abserce 
where in Eng. it would be required,—but only 
where it signifies a door. The same rule holds 
good in the class. Gr. writers, except that in the 
poets the art. is occasionally left to be implied, 
espec. when used with verbs of opening and shut- 
ting, e. g. Eurip. Cycl. 499, Odpay vis ofEac 
pot; and that even in prose writers the art. is 
sometimes dispensed with in the proverbial form 
of expression, or in the language of common life 
(so in Matt. xxiv. 33, Mk. xiii. 29), or where 
necessarily implied in the shia context, as 
in Sept., 3 Regg. vii. 5, awe tov Ovpmuaroe 
éwl Oupay. 

8. I cannot receive, with Ln., Tis, & Al, 
Kai woNAoil, on such slender authority as BCLA, 
esp. since it seems a mere crit. corrn to remove 
the tautology involved in éi—éé. To sup 
xai altered to dé in all the copies exc. 4 fr. 
]] Matt. is very improbable. 

9. Aéyovres, wh. is cancd by Tis. & Al. (not 
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Lu. ), fr. BCLA 115, Ev. 20, Cop., Sah , some Lat. 
verss., & Orig., may have n derived fr. 
[| Matt.; bnt would scarcely have found its way 
into all the copies exc. six. 

10. I have brackd é» dvou. xup., cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCDLUA & 10 curss. [add 
Lam. 1177, Scr. y], with several verss., since in- 
ternal evidence confirms external agatnst it. I 
would now, for the same reason, bracket 6 ‘Ine. 
at next verse. It was prob. derived fr. the lec- 
tionaries, where it commences a lectio. 

ll. The 2d «ai. wh. I would now bracket, is 
abs. also in Lam. 1175 & Mus. 17741, but seems 
to have been removed by crit. correction as if 
better away. 

13. Before paxpobev I would now, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., prefix awd, on competent external 
authority,_namely, ABCDMA &, Tis. states, 
above 20 curss. [add Lam. 1177—88, Scr. y, H], 
—confirmed by internal evidence, wh. is in its 
favour. | 

Tis. & Al. edit 6 yao xatpés obx qv 7. ., fr. 
BC'LA & Syr. But the reading is very un- 
certain: and the extreme slenderness of exter- 
nal evidence for this does not warrant its adop- 
tion, esp. considering that internal evidence is 
not decidedly favourable. The t. rec. may have 
been, as AJ. says, framed for the purpose of re- 
moving a very harsh transposn. Yet that wh. 
he gdopts may have been tntroduced by critics 
for the purpose of lessening the difficulty in- 
volved in the interpretation,—wh., however, it 
can hardly be said to effect,—not to say that it 
makes very bad Greek, if Greek at all, which 
Bp. Middl. denies,—and yet further, inasmuch 
as, according to that position, the ellips. of the 
word ov rw, by Al., would be very 
anomalous; and the sense could only be that 
‘“‘there was no fig season”—involving an ab- 
surdity. 

14. o "Ine. is caned by Lu., Tis., & AL, fr. 
ABCDHKLMA &, Tis. states, 35 curss. [add 
Lam. 1177, 88, 92, Scr. w, y, z, H], rather con- 
firmed by internal evidence, insomuch that I 
am disposed to bracket the word. As to the 
reading els tov aiwva éx cov, I cannot yet 
adopt it, on such scanty authority as BCDL & 
1, 28, 209, 299, 2 pet., Orig. 2, It., Vig., & Syr. 
veres, (though verss. in a matter of postion of 
words have little or no weight), since it seems a 
mere crit. altern formed for the purpose of 
strengthening the sense. For oidcic, I would 
now edit, with Ln., Tis. & Al., unéels, fr. 
almoet all the uncials and many ancient curss., 
confirmed by almost all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. 


copies. 

05. Before dyopaY., Ln., Tis., & Al. prefix 
ove, fr. ABCKLM & 7 curses. [add Lam. 1177, 
79, 88, Scr. w, y, H, & Mus, 5540, 5731, 5467, 
5777, 16943]; and since internal evidence is 
somewhat in its favour, I am disposed to adopt 


it. 

17. For édi8. Xd-ywu avrois, Tis. & Al. read 
fr. B 6, 13, 69, 346, Cop. & yb td. xal éhaye, 
which is also found in CLA, but accompanied 
with avroic. The authority for the change is 
insufficient, espy since internal evidence is ad- 
verse, the reading being manifestly one of those 
arbitrary alterns so frequent in BC and their 
congeners. And the circumstance that the MSS. 
CLA have the avrois casts a shade over the 
other reading,—in framing which the critics 
thought that the principal idea (and that found 
alone in-|| Matt. & Lk.) being Adywy, required 
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the partic. Néyoor into the verd with xai. T 
were, proby, the more induced to do this as 
having in view the «al Néver of || Matt., not 
considering that Mk. is, in this narrative, more 
exact and circumstantial than Matt. & Lk., 
doubtless by the aid derived from his spiritual 
father Peter. However, the principal idea 
here intended rests not on Aéy., but on édi- 
Gacxey; and the Ady. only serves to further 
develop it (comp. Matt. v. 2, éidacxey avrods 
Aéyus, et alibi), consequently the particip. is 
culled for by the occasion on wh. the word was 
employed, and introduces the matter of the 
tastruction (d:daxm) given, as we find fr. the 
position in Mark, namely, after he had cast out 
the buyers and sellers fr. the Temple :—the 
purpose of whicb address to the bystanders was 
to show that He had not done what He had 
without ample warrant, as well as great neces- 
si 


to be made more prominent, and hence chenpee 
ey 


am still of opinion that wewoinxare, con- 
fined to BLA & Orig. semel, was an altern of 
critics here, though not at || Lk., to introduce 
better Greek, and quite as scriptural, they having 
in mind such passages as Joh. i. 34, uenapro- 
pnxa: viii. 4, AeAdAnxa: xvii. 7, Eyvewxay 
where, however, several ancient copies have 
éyvwoay): v.45, 7Awixare: xx. 29, wewiorev- 
cas. It is, however, ve sible that érozn- 
cars may have come fr. Pratt. & Lk. 

18. For ol yo. «ai of dpy., L., T., & A. read 
ol apy. wai oi yo., fr. ABCDKL & 12 curss. 

add L. 1177, 78, Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540, 5467 & 

, 5559, 11836}, with the Syr., It., Vig., Ar., & 
JEth. verss., & Orig. But there is no sufficient 
aoe to receive the reading, there being little 

oubt that the change in position here was in- 
troduced by critics, who thought it Pw 
and who observed it in || Lk. and in the verss. 

On more minute examination, I find ax- 
odéowo: in upwards of 25 Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies. And since infr. xiv. 1, Mk. used the 

junct., 80 we may suppose he did here. For 
ort was, Tis. & Al. read was yap, fr. BCA 1, 
13, 28, 69, 346, very close congeners: and Al. 
pronounces t. rec. an emendn to avoid the re- 
currence of two yap's. But in other places 
where this recurrence (freq. in the best class. 
writers) exists, no such emendn is found. Hence 
it is far more probable that the emendn rests on 
those 3 copies. 

19. For ore, T. & A. read Gray, fr. BCLA 
& 14 curas. [add Lam. 1179, Ser. p, w, *|, which 
would seem confirmed by Mk. iii. 11, drayp 
auroy temper: Sept. in Gen. xxxvii. 9, drap 
aloépyetac: Dan. iil. 7, Stay hxovoy. So érav 
has passed into dra at 2 Cor. i. 9 and Rev. viii. 
1, Vet m those two passages and the present 
ore may be the genuine reading, and crap a 
mere alteration of critics: and there is no sufii- 
cient reason to think that ora» with the indie. 
was used otherwise than very rarely in Alexn 
Greek, and then only in the indic. impf; of 
which other exx. occur in Polyb. iv. 31, 6 etal.; 
but whether in the present is doubtful, the few 
passages that contain it, as Sept. Exod. i. 16, 
admitting of easy emendn. 

For i ieopsters: AE*GHV2X & 5 curss, 
{add Lam. 1177, 79, Scr. p, w] have éEawoped- 
ovo, prob., as Al. says, ‘a correcn to suit the 

lural at wapawopevomevo: in the next verse.”* 
But if so, what must we think of the judgment, 
as well as modesty, of the critics in framing, and 
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of some editors (as Ln.) in adopting, thie read- 
ing, whereby is frustrated the intent of the 
evangelist, which was to intimate that, for some 
reason or other, on é4is evening our Lord retired 
out of the city (doubtless to Bethany) alone, but 
was joined the next morning by his disciples ; 
and that, as they were passing along by the 
place where the fig-tree stood, there took place 
what is next recorded. However, the above 
critics did not think only of wapawopeuduevor 
just after, but of the words nerd ray pabnrav, 
supra v. ll. Yet it does not follow that be- 
cause our Lord went on the Monxday evenin 

accompanied by the Twelve Apostles, He shoul 

not on the J7uesday evening have, for some 
reason or other, gone . Perhaps the 
Apostles might have found some difficulty in 
obtaining accommodations, and thus have pre- 
ferred remaining at Jerusalem that night, and 
joining their Master very early next morning, 
i it was, we find, wpwt when they passed the 

g-tree. 

23. For wiorstog, Tis, & Al. read miocrséy, 
fr. BLA 2 pet. [add Lam. 1177, Ser. h, y], re- 
garding t. rec. as “a correcn to suit dsanpi0i.” 

t that such a needless altern should have been 
made, and have got into all the a te exc. 7, is 
very improbable. For 2, Tis. & Al. read 3, fr. 
only BLA 33, 48 Evang. [add Scr. z], the Syr., 
Vig., & seme copies of the It. vers.; but in- 
ternal evidence dees not compensate for defi- 
ciency of external, 5 being prob. a mene correcn 
of critics to introduce, as oft elsewh., a plainer 


sense. 

For Aéyes, Ln., Tis., & Al. read AadXet, fr. 
BLA 33, Ev. 48, 2 pet.: and Al. regards t. rec. 
as ‘‘an alteration to a commoner werd.” 
the authority for this reading is very slender, 
though compensated by internal evidence (see 
note on Joh. xiv. 10), inasmuch that it is prob. 
the true reading; and if se, it may best be ren- 
dered by uttereth. 

24, Ln., Tis., & Ai. cancel dy, fr. BCDLA 
61, 157, 346, and read wpocetyecGe xai ai- 
vreto6e, fr. BCDLA 61, 157, 340, Scr. w, sup- 

ting t. rec. te have been in either case a con- 

ormation te || Matt.: but that such should 
have got into all the copies exc. 8 is far less 
likely than that the other reading shd have been 
one of the many capricious cerrections of the 
Alexn critics. 

For \auBavere, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éAa- 
Bere, fr. BCLA & Cop. vers., which, as being 
the more difficult reading, would seem more 
likely to be genuine. So Al. pronounces that 
‘“‘the aor. not being unders was altered to 
the pres. or fut. tense.” But how i ts to be un- 
derstood is the question. Now Griesb., Kuin., 
& Al. suppose it to be: ‘‘ Believe that ye have 

y received them.” But that is a very 
unsatisfactory sense. Fritz. rightly pegards ¢. 
rec. as undoubtedly genuine, and demanded alike 
bY the sentiment and by the | hee yiverat at v. 
23, and he renders: “ Confidete vos accipere 
(that ye are to receive), et iis pottemsins.” 
it seems, it was the & rec. not being ander: 
that occasioned its alteration into the scrist. 

26. I am still of the same opinion, though 
not ee decidedly, as to the genuineness of this 
verse, abs. enly in BLSA 2, 27, 63, 64, 121, 
157, 268, adso Lam. 11928, Scr. p, v; theugh a 
shade may seem cast over the authenticity of 
the words by the added interpolation fr. Matt. 
wii. 7, 8, Ady 82 S08sjoarTas, found in MS. M 


But 
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& 15 curss., incinding 5 Evangy. [add Lam. 
1187, 88 (semel), 89, 93, all Evangel. 

28. For Agyouow, Tis. & Al. read zXeyoy, fr. 
BCLA & 2 curss., and some It. copies; and Al. 
pronounces ¢. rec. “a correction to épyovrat 
preceding.” But considering the extreme slen- 
derness of the evidence, and that the Syriac 
verss. confirm t. rec., the surmise seems base- 
less, esp. since internal evidence is unfavourable, 
it being far less probable that the evangelist 
shd have fallen into so glaring an anomaly, than 
that in some very ancient original the scribe 
should have inadvertently written zXsyow for 
Aéyovory, as if fp yovro had preceded. 

For «ai, T. & A. read 4, fr. BLA & 3 curss., 
[add L. 1177, 88, Scr. y, H, Mus. 5731 ]—very 
insufficient authority, and not compensated by 
internal evidence, since it is far more likely that 
in those very MSS. the reading should have 
been altered from jj Lk., than that the text of 
all the rest should have been altered from 
| Matt. Ai., indeed, argues that “we must be 

ided by the character of the MSS. presenting 

.”’ But if their character depends on what is 
actuaily found in their dotegs,—what they pre- 
sent at the very next words, idwxe Tiy éFouciay 
+. (BCLM‘%A & 8 others), where, as Al, himself 
admits, they alter the t. rec. from || Matt., that 
must, here at least, deprive them of much con- 
fidence. . 

29. adwoxp:8ele is cancd by T. & A., fr. 
BCLA 33, with the Syr. & Cop., and some 
copies of the Vulg., and they euppose that the 
word was derived from || Lk. But that a word 
se unessential should have been introduced into 
all the copies exc. five is very improbable. 
There is more to be said for cancelling, with T. 
& A., cay, fr. BLA [add L. 1188, Ser. p, q); 
and internal evidence is not unfavourable, since 
variety of position does not of itself necessarily 
imply roi : on the contrary, whenever 
it eccurs, there is usually found more or less of 
omission. 

30. I have, with L., T., & A., admitted the 
vé,—though only in small character, use 
external authority, namely, ABCDLA & 33, is 
scarcely sufficient: and internal evidence not 
qe in its favour, as I have shown in note on 

att. xxi. 25. In fact, when we consider that 
D & L bring tm the ro at || Lk., where no editor 
recetves it, and that in the || Matt. & Mk. the 
only cursives are 33 and Evang. 48, copies in 
the clesest connexion with CDL, we can hardly 
fail to see that this highly classical idiom, oc- 
curring no where else in the N. T., and, I be- 
lieve, never in the Sept., was more likely to 
have originated with Alexandrian critics of the 
polishing school, than to have been employed by 
the evangelists, Matt. & Mk. 

31. For éA it. Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Geroyi%., fr. 3 DGKLMA and, Tis. says, 
above 560 cures. [add Lam. 1177, 78, Scr. p, w, z, 
Mus. 1810, 5468, 5540, 5777]: and internal 
evidence is rather in its favour, since the AI 
was more likely to be absorbed in the AI pre- 


stood ceding, than that d:eA. should have been brought 


in fr. || Matt. It is true that AoyfY. for dar 
ocours at Joh. xi. 50 in many of the best MSS., 
and has been, with reason, ted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., and daX. prob. arose fr. crit. correcn to 
a term more precise, oft oocurring.in the Gos- 

Js, but not in the Epistles, and not, it seems, 
in St. John’s Gospel, where AoyiY. was likely 
te occur, since this use of Aoy. seems to have 
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been a provincial (Syro-Cilico Greek) idiom, 
like several others wh. he employs. 

I have brackd ot», wh. Ln., Tis., & Al. have 
cancd, fr. AC7LMXA and, Tis. says, above 30 
curss. [add Scr. y, z, Mus. 1810, 11836, 14774, 
16184}, since, although the particle is oft arbi- 
trarily removed by the Alexn critics, it may 
have been here ixtroduced by the revisers fr. 
|} Matt. 

32. I have brackd za», cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. almost all the unciale and many curee., 
to wh. I add Lam. 1175, 76, 79, 92, Ser. h, i, k, 
1, m, n, 0, p 9; r, 8, y, Mus. 5468, 5540, 5559, 
5647, 5731, 15581, 11836, 11838 & 9, 14774, 
16183 & 4, 16943, 179821, 18211, 19387. Yet 
by this removal there would be introduced a 
mode of expression foreign to the evangelist’s 
style. It is, indeed, difficult to account for the 
ehanace of éday, exc. on the supposition that it 
was not there originally. However, I cannot 
but suspect that Mark wrote dAA’ el, which 
would easily be taken for dA\ a, found in the 
most ancient uncials and cursives. This use of 
al with the subjuact. is, indeed, not pure class. 
Greek : but it is found in the later Greek 
writers, and occurs at least twice in the N. T. 
Thus the sense will be, “and suppose that we 
say,” which will be very suitable to the cou- 
text. 

For Ste dvrws, T. & A. edit dvras ori, fr. 
BCL 13, 69, 346 {add Mus. 17982, 1 m.]: and 
Al. pronounces the t. rec. “a correction to su 

sense,” a mere surmise, based on the 
taking for granted that Mk. intended Gvreet to be 
joined with elyov, which is very improbable, 
since thus oyrws would put in the least 
suitable position. Besides, we are thus quite 
unable to account for the omsssion of the dyrws 
in not a few ancient MSS. [add Lam. 1188, Scr. 
y], the cause of which was y from the 
variety of position, but chiefly fr. the critics 
stumbling at Svres, wh., indeed, involves some- 
what of awkwardness, wh. some sought to ob- 
viate by altering the position of the word; 
rai by expunging it, as not found in || Matt. 
& Lk. 

33. For Agyoues re "Ine., Tis. & Al. read 
re ‘Ino. déyz., fr. BCLA & 5 curss. and It. a; 
bat wrongly, since besides the authority being 
insufficient, internal evidence is adverse, it being 
manifestly an arbitrary change of position 
adopted fr. || Matt, in order to remove a kind 
of tautology involved in the subsequent Adyas 
abrots. 


XII. 1. Tam now inclined to receive AaXsip», 
however 


23, and other 
notes on them. Aéyew was the more likely to 
be txtroduced here, as being in the kindred pas- 
sage of Lk., though there AaXsiv could not, fr. 
the difference in moulding the introducto 
words, have been used, the subsequent wo 
Thy wapaBohiy +. requiring Aéyew. Besides, 
as Tis. remarks, “aptius videbatur Aéyac 
quam AaAsiv,—quemadmodum Me. iii. 23, 
nemo mutavit quod scriptum est: i» wapaf.. 
SAeyer avrots.” 

Tis. 3 rejects dvOp. ipir., wh. he had edited, 
fr. BCLA 33, 262. Other MSS. of the same 
family A peel other changes in positn of words 
—all alike suggested by veres., or proceeding fr. 
crit. correcn. 


82—XII. 5. 


&Eédoro] What I have said on the fre- 
quency of false ing in many ancient, and 
otherwise correct MSS., is quite true: but, con- 
sidering that the peculiarity here in question 
occurs in ACKL twice or thrice, and in B once, 
it can scarcely be considered a false txg, such 
as wpocevé evo for -aro in D at i. It 
may be an anomalous form ixfime Grecitatis, 
known to the scribes, and inadvertently brought 
in by them: but its occurrence in ABC carries 
it back far before the period tnfima Grecilatis, 
and countenances the possibility at least of its 
being an anomalous form nsed in provincial and 
Syrian Greek. But in order to warrant its re- 
ception into the text, far more exx. besides the 
few that occur in N. T. are requisite, though 
only one has yet been adduced, namely, fr. the 
Sept. at Exod. v. 13, ééidero, in the Alex. and 
one or two other MSS. 

. For rot xaprov, Ln. & Al. read r&» xap- 
wov, fr. BCLA 33, 239, 433, 49 Ev., 11 pet., 
the Syr. vers., & 3 copies of It.—very insufficient 
authority, esp. since internal evidence is adverse, 
from the greater likelihood that risy xapwev 
shd have been introduced into a very few copies 
of the same class, because seeming to crit] cor- 
rectors more suitable, and occurring in || Matt., 
than Tov xapwov shd have been interpolated fr. 
Lk. in all the copies exc. a very few, into wh. 
it might be introduced here by critics who did 
not see that although it is in || Matt. required 
by 6 xatpdés Tay xapwey just before, yet here 
the singular seems called for by the context. 

3. For of 82 AaBovres, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. 
read «ai Aafs., fr. BDLA 33, Evang. 48, 49 

add Lam. 1188, Scr. y, both Evang., and Mus. 

731), also It. & Cop. verss. Al. supposes t. rec. 
to have been brought in fr. |} Lk. But, con- 
sidering the extreme slenderness of the evidence, 
it is far more probable that in those MSS. xai 
Aaf. were introduced fr. |{ Matt., as, I find, Tis. 
now sees, who has in 3d edit. restored t. rec. 
both here and at the next verse, likewise re- 
jecting the reading of BDLA, It, Vig.» Cop. 
ixeq@adaiwcay «ai Hrlwacay, wh. he had 
adopted, with Al., and restoring t. rec. xai 
aneoreay ATivwpivoy: subjoining also an 
able note wh. opens out how this crit. emendn 
arose and obtained reception. 

5. I cannot yet consent to exclude wéAcv on 
such slender authority as BCDLA, It, Cop., 
ZEth., Pers. verss., not compensated by internal 
evidence in favour, it being far less likely that 


(ai 


the word should have been ea i in all 
the MSS. but 5, and the Syr. & Vlg. verss., 
than that in those 5 it should have ex- 


as being absent in || Lk., and passed over 

a ne vere oe to remove a tautology. 

tAcy is oft omitted in of the . of 
this kind. See note on fic. xx. 1]. mee 

For rove péiv—rods 62, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ods min—ode 62, fr. BDLA 1, 11, 33, 2 pet., 
&, Tis. says, 25 other cures. [add Lam. 117788, 
Scr. z, H]: and internal evidence may seem in 
favour of it: but that such an altern should 
have come into all the MSS. exc. a very few, is 
far lesa credible than that robvs-—rodc shd have 
— altered to the vg class. apie he 
obs, since it might be suggested att. 
xxi. ‘se and also by the jemromnbeanice of the 
same idiom, wh. occurs in very many other 
sages of N. T., though confined to Matt. & Lk., 
& the Pauline Epistles. 

At dxoxrsivovres the MSS. present some 
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strange variations of reading, not always, however, 
I suspect, accurately represented by the collators. 
Of thoes it would: seem that daroxréivvoures, 
found in almost all the most ancient uncials and 
many cures. of ancient text, including several 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, and confirmed by 
the dwoxrivoyres of FGHKX and many others, 
is on the score of external authority entitled to 
the preference, as being the most ancient, and 
said by Eusth. Cheroboscus and Greg. Corinth. 
to be an /Eolic form, on which see Dind. on 
Aristoph. Av. 368. However, txterzal evidence 
is rather in favour of dmwoxrTivyuyres, adduced fr. 
several ancient cursives [add Lam. 1188, Scr. y}, 
and confirmed by the éwo«r évuvtes of Scr. H, 
adwoxrivvouvres of L, and the dwoxremwvuvres 
of several others: and that it is the most ancient 
can hardly be doubted, since the true reading of B 
(teste Mato) being & woxt evvuvres, it is very pro- 
bable that the original of B had dwoxrtvvuvtes, 
since I can find no good evidence that such a 
form as xrévyuut ever existed ; whereas dwo- 
xrivvupe is used by good writers, and is justified 

the grammarians Cheroboscus and Phry- 
nichus. It is also found in Lk. xii. 4, as cited 
in Orig. xiii. 34, also in LR and other MSS. 
there. 

6. Ot» after gre is cancd by T. & A, fr. 
BLA & 3 cursives: and Al. regards it as “ in- 
troduced for connexion :” but, besides that ex- 
ternal authority is insufficient, internal evidence 
does not compensate for the want, since if a 
peice were thought necessary “ for connexion,” 

2 or borepoy dé, as in other curss. of the same 
class. [add Leic. & Lam. 1177}, would have been 
adopted. In short, there is little doubt that the 
critics stumbled at the ot» thus used, and hence 
removed it, as in very many other passages under 
the same circumstances, 

Just after Tis. & Al., for Exwv, read eTyev: 
they also place gcyarov before wpds airods, 
and cancel avrou &e kai, fr. BC*LA 33, Scr. s, 
Syr., Arm., & It. verss.: and Al. pronounces t. 
rec. ‘a corrn of constrn and rearrangement ;”— 
as if such a re-writing of the clause could have 
found entrance into all the copies exc. 6 or 7. 
It is far more probable that the other reading is 
@ capricious altern of the constrn and rearrange- 
ment of the words, though one more disjointed 
and harsh in constrn cannot easily be found. I 
am, however, not indisposed to bracket the 
avrou after &yamntoyv, cancd by L., T., & A., fr. 
BCDLA, Syr., Ital., & Vig. verss., since it may 
have been (as Al. supposes) ‘introduced from 
\| Lk. ;” but that it should have come into all 
the copies exc. five is far less probable, than that 
the other shd have been removed by critics to 
polish the style, which was effected in another 


way by other critics (as we find from several 
other MSS.), namely, by prefixing tov to dya- 
ayrov. The same remark applies to the can- 


celling of xai before avrov, and the removal of 
icy. from after to before wpos air., adopted by 
Tis. & Al., fr. BCLA & 18 curss. (add Lam. 
11779, 88, Scr. p, w, y, z]—an emendn perhaps 
suggested by || Matt., where torepoy is placed 
first for prominence. 

7. For elwov wpoe iavrods, L. & T. edit 
woos taut. ein., fr. BCLA & 6 cursives [add 
Scr. y, H], possibly the original position of the 
words, but prob. a rearrangement framed by 
critics to improve the composition. 

awixt. avtov and avroy &Eéf. is ed. 
vangg. [add L. 


by T.& A., fr. BCDLA & 3 


1188, Scr. y, H, and Mus. 5540 & 5731]: and 
Al. regards the t. rec. as “‘a transpn to supply 
an object for Aaf.,” as if so minute a particular 
should have occurred to revisers, and got into 
all the copies exc. a very few. The 2d avrov is 
strongly attested; but it may have come from 
|] Lk. It would seem that Mk. used only one 
avtov, intending it, as in other passages per- 

tually occurring in all writers, esp. Hdot. & 

hucyd., to apply to both verbs, and to be im- 
plied at the particip. AaBdvres. 

The ody after ts is cancd by T. & A., fr. 
BL and the Cop. vers.: and Al. pronounces it 
‘‘ introduced for connexion from || Lk.” But 
it is far leas likely to have been interpolated 
in all the copies but two for such a reason, 
than to have been re by critics in 
those two as unnecessary and not found in 
| Matt. 

17. Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel dwowp., fr. BCLA 
33, &e. But the authority is insufficient, and, 
besides being negatived by all the versions, has 
internal evidence against it, since it was less 
likely to have been txtroduced into all the copies 
but 5, for no particular reason, than expunged in 
those 5 by critics, who have on so many other 
occasions removed the word as superfluous and 
unclassical, e. g. supra vii. 6, ix. 12, 38, x. 5, 
xi, 29, xiv. 20, Lk. xiv. 5, Acts xxi. 13, et 
al., espec. when daoxp. is used simply of ad- 
dressing. In that case the idiom is purely 
Hebraistic and Hellenistic, occurring perpetually 
in the Sept., but never in the pure Greek writers. 
Here the critics were the more induced to ex- 
clude the word, because not found in || Lk. 
Avrovits just after is cancd by T. & A., from 
BD alone, but wrongly, for what sober critic 
would think of expunging a word found in all 
the MSS. exc. 2, confirmed by all the verss., 
and moreover by internal evidence, considering 
that it was far more likely to be in 
those two by the usual custom of the Alexn 
critics of removing all pronouns that can be 
dispensed with; and here particularly, since 
avrots and autos had just preceded ? 

The change of position adopted just after (ra 
xaio. dwéd}) by “ & A., fr. BCLA 28, is far 
more likely to be one of the innumerable altera- 
tions of that kind made by critics to polish the 
style, than that the position in the t. rec. (con- 
firmed by all the versions exc. the Cop.) should 
have been introduced, for no particular reason, 
ial l| Matt. & Mk. into all the copies but 

ve. 

For éG@avuacay, L., T., & A. read sOavpmalov, 
fr. BD®LA and some versions, supposing that 
the text. rec. came fr. || Lk. But the authority 
is very insufficient; and internal evidence not 
favourable, it being far less probable that é0av- 
pacay should be brought into all the copies exc. 
4, than that in those 4 the aorist shd have been 
altered into the imperf. by critics, who have 80 
often eleewh. done the same thing, e. g. infra 
xv. 44, Lk. ii. 18, xi. 44, Joh. iv. by (where see 
note), also Acts vii. 31 and note. It is true 
that Mk. elsewh. twice or thrice uses the tmper/, 
as does also Joh. twice and Lk. several times, 
but Matt. not once. Mark, however, thrice uses 
the aorist ; and that he did so kere appears from 
the overwhelming evidence of MSS. to that 
effect. What has been said may apply, though not 
with equal force, to irnpwrey at next verse, 
ed. for érnpwrny by L., T., & A. from the 
very same MSS. [add L. 1188, Scr. z, H, Mus. 








MARK XII. 19—28, 


5731], and somewhat confirmed by what I have 
noted supra x. 2. 

19, For réxva mi apf, wh ay réxva is 
ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. Bia & 3 curss., with 
Cop. vers. But internal evidence confirms very 
strong external in favour of t. rec., as do all the 
verss. of any weight. The other reading was 
doubtless a mere crit. corrn to what seemed a 
better position. 

As respects the airou after yuvaixa, cancd 
by L., T., & A., fr. BCLA & 3 cursives [add 
Scr. v & Mus, 11836], it is far less likely to have 
as Al. avers) “come from || Mk.” into all the 

SS. but 8, than to have been removed in all 
the rest by critics to prevent the occurrence of 
aurov thrice. Nay, this omission of abou is 
found also in nearly the same number of MSS, 
in the || of Matt. & Lk. 

I wd now double-bracket the ody, cancd 
by L., T., & A., fr. ABCEFLVX and many 
curss., to wh. I add all the Lam. MSS. exc. 
1177, 87, 88, Scr.i, 1, m,n, 0, g, r, 8, v, Ww, Mus. 
1810, 5540, 5559, 5647, 5731, 5777, 11836 & Y, 
14774, 15581, 16183 & 4, 17740 & 1, and Cov. 
1, om. by Mill. 

21. For xal otdi—owépuc, Tis. & Al. read 
py xatadhindy oripua, fr. BCL 33 & Cop. 
v.: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. ‘‘ a correction 
to conform to v. 20.” But that the original 
reading thus altered shd have come into the 
MSS. but 4, for so slight a reason, is far less 
credible than that the reading of those four arose 
fr. fastidious critics, who objected to the tournure 
of vv. 20 & 21, and so removed what they 
deemed a flaw in composition by an emendn 
prob. snggested by Ital. copies. 

22. For t. rec. icyarn, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
icyaroy, fr. BCKLA & 35 curss. [add Lam. 
1175, 78, 92, Scr. 8, w, Mus. 5468, 5540, 16183, 
17741]. It may possibly be the true reading, 
internal evidence somewhat confirming not in- 
considerable external, since éoydrn may seem 
an explanation of the more difficult Zcyaroy, 
wh. is so used as a neut. sing. taken adverbially 
both in the class. and the Hellenistic Greek,— 
esp. in Sept., so Num. xxx. 2,—or rather, as Al. 
thinks, a corrn to suit your. But neither a 
position is sufficiently well founded to justify 
the displacing of icyarn ; a view in which Tis. 
now coincides, who has in ed. 3 recalled it, re- 
marking that icxa7rop seems a mere crit. altern, 
accommodated to the verspoy at || Mk. & Lk., 
wh. many It. copies ° 

23. I would now bracket oy, cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. 11 uncials & 25 curss. [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 76, Scr. h, i, k, 1, m, n, q, 8*, v, Mus, 
31838, 15581, 16183, & 17982]. The particle 
may, howr, have been lost by inadvertence of 
scribes, who perpetually pass over the minute 
abbrevn of the word even in cases where, as 
here, it would have been called for by the context. 

The words Grav avact. ought not to have 
been even brackd by Ln., since they seem to 
have been expunged by the same critics as those 
at v. 21, 22, and for the same reason as there, 
namely, to promote compression, by removing 
what seemed superfluous. The words are, how- 
ever, not, even as Al. alleges, pleonastic, but 
serve to further develope the idea 9- ‘d. ““ when 
the respective parties rise again to life.” 

24. For xai awoxo. o'l. ele, T. & A. read 
ifn abrois o'!., fr. BCLA 33, regarding the 
t. rec. as from || Matt. But, considering the 
extreme slenderness of evidence for the reading, 
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and the character of the MSS. presenting it, it 
can hardly be doubted that it is another correc- 
tion of the same critics as before, who sought to 
impart a more classical fournure. See note 
supra ix. 12. Tis, 3, indecd, affirms that the 
simple épn is in Mk. oft altered to dwroxp. eTx., 
referring, in proof of this, to ix. 12, But that 
proceeds on bare surmise, and the same view 
that I here propound may be taken there, where 
see my note, 

25. For yaulox., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit yanlY,, 
fr. BCDGLUA & several curss. [add Lam, 
1177, 88, Scr. z & H], which is possibly the true 
reading: but the state of the evidence here and 
at || Lk. is such that the most probable view of 
the case is that the form yapiox. was used by 
one of the evangelists, Mark or Luke, and by 
the other not; which, we cannot ascertain. See 
note on Matt. xxii. 30. As to the reading 
éxyaul¥.—or éxyapulox.—found hereand in || Lk. 
in several uncials and curss., it seems to have 
come fr. || Matt., where Tis. and myself have 
shown that éxyau, is undoubtedly genuine. I 
have bracketed the oi of t. rec. because, though 
found in ABEGHSVX and not a few curss. 
[add Lam. 528, 1176, Scr. h, k, 0, v, w], and 
ed. by Matth., Tis., & Al., it is rejected by Gr., 
Sch., & Ln., on the authority of CDFKLMUA 
and many curss., to wh. I can udd all the Lam. 
and many Scr. copies, and all the Mus. copies 
exc. 2 or 3 of little note. Internal evidence is 
equally balanced, since the of might, as Al. sup- 
poses, be absorbed by the last letters of adyyeAor : 
but it might also be repeated by inadvertence of 
scribes fr. those letters, or be inserted by critics 
as more class. Greek. 

26. For ws, Tis. & Al. read was, fr. BCLA 
& 12 curss. [add Lam. 1178, 88, Scr. z, Mus. 
5731]: but external evidence is insufficient, and 
internal is unfavourable, since it seems a mere 
corrn of critics, who thought was shd be taken 
determinative, as at vi. 28, xii. 4, Mk. ii. 26. 
Before Geos the 2d & 3d o is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BD & Orig. [add Lam. 1192, Mus. 
17740, . 5466, Scr. i, i: but the art. was more 
likely to be removed than tnserted. 

27. The words busts ob are cancd by T. & 
A., fr. BCLA, Cop., &, but the authority for 
removal is insufficient, and not comyensated 
by favourable internal evidence, it being rather 

atnst than for the absence of the words, con- 
sidering that they were far less likely to be 
added in all the copies but 4, and all the ver- 
sions of any weight, than to have been erpunged 
by critics as superfluous, or from their being 
ignorant of their force. As to the emphasis 
said to be imparted by nets, that cannot have 
been tniended by the evangelist, since it would 
here be out of place: perhaps the very reason 
why it was expunged by critics, who thought it 
must be emphatic, which is never the case. 

28. For avr. awexp., Tis. & Al. edit ax. ai’r., 
fr. BCLA & 6 curss. [add Scr. p]: and Al. 

ronounces t. rec, “a transposn for emphasis.” 

ut if any emphasis be intended here, it must 
be on xadws, which will thus be equiv. to vouy- 
sexs at the kindred passage, v. 34. At any 
rate, the change of position rather tends to 
weaken the emphasis, which seems required to 
match the term awexpi0n used in the somewhat 
rare sense fo refute by suitable answer, which ine 
terpretn is confirmed by the idipwoe of the 
ij Matt. But if this be the true view of the 
force of the two expressions kaA ws and awexpiOn, 


L 
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it will follow that airofs occupies in the t. rec. 
its right place; and conseq. that it should have 
been transposed from that place to the other, in 
all the copies, is incredible. 

30. The clause é& dAns tas dcavolae ia cancd 
by Tis., fr. D 157, Evang. 49, and 3 Lat. copies 
{add Lam. 1187]. But external evidence is 
insufficient, and internal adverse, cénsidering 
the greater probability of its being, in a few 
copies, omitted by homeotel., or removed by the 
critics as superfluous, than introduced into all 
the copies exc. 4. Tis. 3 has now restored the 
words to the text for reasons which few can fail 
to ratify. 

On the genuineness of the words following, 
aitn—évrorn, I am still of the same opinion ; 
as also on that of xai and du., just after, wh. 
were prob. removed by way of matching the 
omission of the clause abrn—évrodAs. it is, 
pote possible that both may have come fr. 

att. 

33. The ray, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., and 
brackd by myself, is abs. fr. 8 of the most 
ancient uncials, and very many curss., including 
all the Lam. MSS. except 3, almost all the Scr., 
and all the most weighty of the Mus. copies. 

36. Tap ‘after abrds is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BLA 13, 28, 59, 69, 2 pet., It. a, k, Vig., & 
Cop., they supposing it inserted for connexion. 
But that 1s far less likely to have taken place in 
all the copies exc. 4, than that in those 4 the 
yap should have been lost by negligence of 
scribes in not attending to the abbrevn for yap 
in one or two originals of the class of BLA. 

As respects the cancelling of the 6 before 
axvoros by Ln., Tis., & Al., see note om Matt. ii. 

As to its alleged interpolation fr. the Sept., 
even there several copies have the art., which is 
now restored by Tis. 3. For efwev, Tis. 3 reads 
Aéye:, fr. 9 uncials and 84 curss., te which I 
can add most all the best Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies. He supposes «tr. to have come fr. 
| Matt. & Lk. both im Gosp. & Acts, with 
scarcely any variation of reading; on which 

und, and that of the number and weight of 
the copies that have Aégye:, it is, he thinks, 
entitled to the preference. 

For «dé8ouv, Tis. & Al. read xdBicop, fr. B 
alone, supposing t. rec, derived fr. the Sept. 
But I would still, with Ln., retain «d@ow, pre- 
ferring to suppose x a0: co» the altered reading, 
though I acknowledge that mo inconsiderable 
weight attaches to the argument of Tis. in de- 
fence of «a0:cov,—“ hme Codicies antiquissimi 
lectio in Marco sepe similiter a reliquis[Evangg.] 
deflectente haud arcends videbatur.” 

For vrowdd:ov, Tis. & Al. read vwoxarw, fr. 
BD 28, Cop. But I cannot receive it, for reasons 
wh. will appear fr. note on Matt. xxii. 44, where 
it is supported by much stronger authority than 
here, and edited by Ln., Tis., & AIL. 

37. o¥v is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BDLA 
28, 106, 251, 2 le [add Scr. P], and some 
late verss.: and ey regard the art. as “ intro- 
duced for connexn.” kat was said on the 
removal of ydp at v. 36 applies quite as much 
here, since ovv is omd in those 4 S., and in 
others of the same class, quite as much as yap. 

I would now regard the words «ai 6 woAbs— 
déees as meant for the folluwing as well as the 
preceding context, as serving to introduce the 
matter of vv. 38, 39, & 40. The sense, as re- 
quired by the art. (tampered with by critics as 
oft from ignorance of its force), may be thus 
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expressed, ‘“‘and the bulk of the poole heard 
him gladly,” listened to him with delight. 

38. After gXeye, Tis. & Al. cancel avrois, 
and transpose év Ty d:d. and ZAzye, fr. BLA 33, 
Cop. ; and Al. pronounces t. rec. ‘**a supplement 
and transposn.”” But. it is far more likely that 
the transpesn should have arisen in those 4 
eopies fr. emendn of critics, than that it shd 
have taken place, for no particular reason, in all 
the copies exc. 4, and all the verss. exc. Cop. 
The critics, both ancient and modern, ought to 
have left the absrofs untouched, since it is not a 
mere supplementum, bet necessary to show, as 
Mk. intended it should, that the matter of the 
subsequent teaching was chiefly directed to the 
mulittude at large, Trois 4wd Tov Aaov wepi wv 
ebre xai 6 wos SyAos, &c., though not to the 
exclusion of the disciples, to whom it might 
be on several accoants necessary. There may, 
indeed, seem to be a discrepancy with |] Lk. xx. 
45, where mention is made only of the disciples 
—and for that reason prob. the critics here ex- 
punged the adrots. It will, however, disappear, 
if for rots uu®. avrou we read, with Tis. & Al., 
wpds adrovs, fr. MS. Q, a palimpsest of the 
5th centy. But exceedingly ancient as is the 
testimony, it cannot safely be received without 
the support of other evidence, of MSS. or ver- 
sions; nay, the reading would seem to have 
been concocted by a critic to remove the dis- 
crepancy,—the best mode of dealing with which 
is to suppose that by prefixing the words dxov- 
ovros wayres Tov Aaov, Lk. meant to intimate 
that the instruction was intended for the people 
at large, as well as the disciples, so as to extend 


‘to the whole multitude promiscuously. 


40. For xarecQiovres, Tis. & Al. edit xar- 
éo8ovres, fr. B alone: and notwithstanding the 
scantiness of the evidence, it is not improbable 
that xarécQorres is the genuine text; and Ln. 
ought, in consistency, to have received it here, 
since he has adopted éoOwy, EcBovres, and icBnTe 
at Lk. vii. 33, 34, x. 7, xxii. 30, fr. only BD; and 
it occurs elsewh. once or twice in D, though not, 
I believe, in any other uncial or cursive. The 
forms éo08w and xaréaOeo were likely to be used 
by Mk. as well as Lk., since they are not merely 

tc forms, oft occurring in Hom. and some- 
times Hesiod (besides being found once in 
/Eschyl., also several times m the comic dra- 
matists, and other poets down to the epigram- 
matists), but are frequent in certain prose 
writers. Thus Zo0w is found about 50 times in 
the Sept., and xaréc6w about 10, also occa- 
sionally in Aret. & Hippocr. They were doth in 
=~ in the ied Greek, fa peli ly er 

ragrrenta Pythag., edd ataker, p. an 

723. They pene alee in Aserampeych, in his 
Ontrocritiea, and not unfreq. in Plutarch, where 
see Wyttenb. Ix fact, the form £00 was prob. 
the original one, certainly more ancient in origin 
than the time of Homer and Hesiod, and doubt- 
less was always in use in the lan of common 
life, even after it had become disused in the 
Attic Greek, and was especy retained in the 
Macedonian & Alexandn dialects; and accord- 
ingly, having been much used in the Sept., it 
was incorporated into the provincial Greek of 
Syria and Palestine; though, after it had become 
in process of time quite obsolete, it was changed 
by the revisers of the middle ages into the usual 
lengthened form éo8iw. 

43. As respects the reading BudXovrep, such 
changes of double consonants to sing. are so very 
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frequent in most of the MSS., espec. of the 
eastern rag & that I am now inclined to regard 
it as not a false spelling, but a peculiarity of 
idiom, as ancient as the time when the form 
with single consonant (doubtless the earliest form ) 
was yet in use. And when in process of time it 
became obsolete in the twritien Jan , it con- 
tinued in use in the spoken language of common 
life, and was transmitted to the modern Greek. 


XU. 1. Before wad., Tis. & Al. add é«, fr. 
ADFXA and 8 curss. [add Lam. 1179, Mus. 
5468, 5559, 5647, 11838]: and internal evi- 
dence is in its favour, since it was mere likely 
to be removed as thought superfluous, and fer 
the sake of preventing the too frequent occur- 
rence of ix, than to have been added, for ne 
obvious reason. 

2. &woxprBeis ig cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 
33 & 2 carss., but retained by Ln., who, how- 
ever, places it before 6 ’Ino., on no inconeider- 
able authority, etorgtecned by several Lam., 
Scr., & Mas. copies. But external authority for 
expunging the word is insufficient, inasmuch as 
imternal evidence is unfavourable, from the 
greeter probability of its having been omitted 
nom variation in position than inserted ground- 
lessly, no question having preceded. 

For éwi AiOw, twi AiBov is found in 
BGLMUXA and about 20 cures. [add Lam. 
1177, 78, 88, Scr. w, y, z, Mus, 1810, 5540, 
5731, 17740, 2 m., 19387], prob. fr. || Mate. 
Botk constrns are correct Greek ; but that with 
the dat. is pure Gr. ; while that with the accuse. 
ia more assimilated to the Hellenistic idiom, and 
occurs freq. in the Sept.; accordingly it is more 
likely to be genuine here. 

3. For éwnpwta, Tis. & Al. read éwrnpwrwp, 
fr. BL & 6 cures. But internal evidence is 
quite adverse, it being far less likely that the 
sing. (involving the test harshness) shd have 
been used by Mk., than that in those 8 copies it 
ehd have crept in through error of scribes, freq. 
occurring by confusion of the terminations wy 
(or ovw), prob. occurring at the end of a line, 
and thus written by abbrevn. 

4. I am now inclined to receive elwdy, in 
spite of the insufficiency of external evidence, it 
being Sompenested by sniernal, considering that 
elwey was likely, as being the plasner reading, to 
have come from || Matt. xxiv. 3, thongh even 
there elwoy is found in L. i. 33. The form 
also occurs in Lk. x. 40, in those same MSS. 
(see note), also in xxii. 66, in BD, though very 
rarely in the Sept., and in the class. writers 
rather unfrequently. 

For pédAzg, Tis. 3 reads uéAA a, fr. DEMXTA 
& 39 curss. [add Lam. 1177, 79, 92, Scr. h, y, 
Mus. 11839), supposing wéAAy to have come 
from || Lk. Yet even there not a few curss. of 
the same class of MSS. have wéAAe:. But in 
both the peculiar idiom of dray with 
indic. . arose from causes which I have 
pointed out in my note supra xi. 19, and which 
forbid its reception both here and there. 

7. For axovonre, Tis. & Al. read dxovere, 
fr. B & 124—very insufficient authority, and 
not compensated by internal evidence, since it 
seoms a mere error of scribes for axovoers, of 
wh. instances occur occasionally in the MSS. of 
N. T. & Sept. Tap after det is cancd by Tis. 
& Al., fr. B & Cop. ; but it seems to have been 
lost by inadvertence of scribe (see note supr. 6) 
in that one MS. The same remark applies to 
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the removal ef ydp at v. 9 by Tis. & Al., merely 
fr. BL & 2 curss. 

8. The two first of the 3 xai’s in the latter 
clause of this verse are expunged by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BDL & 2 or 3 curss. ; but internal evidence 
does not compensate for the deficiency of ex- 
ternal, from their being manifestly removed as 


overloading the moreing, and not found in || Lk. 
As to the allegation of Tis., that the asyndeton is 
frequent in Mk., that is scarcely borne out by 


fact; not to say that this is scarcely the place 
for the figure in question, which would have a 
very artificial and stilted effect. It was the 
third xai which occasioned the exclusion of the 
other two. But that is now (ed. 3) restored by 
Tis., as alao the next word rapayai. He truly 
remarks that “they are without reason regarded 
as a gloes §" but he is of opinion that, not being 
in || Matt. & Lk., they were rather omitted as 
seeming not suitable. But how so, since the 
words «al tcovrat rapayai are, as 1 have 
shown, a iction, extensively fulfilled in the 

s of the great Jewish historian ? 

. The yap after wapad. is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BL & 2 curss., but was more fikely to 
have been removed in two copies because thought 
better away, than to have been interpolated in 
all the rest. 

1]. For Sray 62, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit xai 
oray, fr. BDL 33, Cop., Vig., & It. verss., sup- 
posing t. rec. derived fr. Matt. x. 19. But it is 
quite as likely that the other should have been 
a mere crit. corrn, such as very often occurs in 
those 4 cepies, as that the t. rec. should have 
been aa sitern of revisers, for no particular 
reason. 


As rds the removal, just after, of und 
perer,, by Ln. & Tis. 2, fr. BDL & 6 curss., 
interns] evidence is decidedly unfavourable, 


since the words were far more likely to have 
been excluded by critics as deemed superfluous, 
than to have been inserted by revisers, for no 
particular reason, in all the copies but 9, and all 
the ves. Tis. 3 has now restored them, well 
remarking that “they are not rightly said to be 
derived from the || passages, since Mk. here [as 
oft eleewh. }—preprio modo conjuncta habet tum 
quod Matt. tum quod Luc. prebet[preebent].” As 
to &ywoup, ed. by L., T.,& A., fr. ABDGHKM 
SUXIA &, T. says, 60 cures. [add Lam. 1177, 
88, Scr. 1, m,n, p, q, w, y, Mus. 5540, 5559, 
11836, 16943], it is a mere eorrecn of critics, 
who prefe the simple to the reduplicate 
form; which, however, as being much used in 
Hellenistic Gk, is more likely te be genuine. 

12. For wapadeou dé, L., T., & A. edit xal 
wapad., fr. BCL etal. Yet wap. é was far 
leas likely to have been adopted, as T. & A. eay, 
fr. Matt. x. 21, than for «ai wapaéd. to have 
sprung from crit. correction, suggested by the 
Ital. vers. In fact, the reading comes under the 
same category us the «ai Stray —o v. Il, 
where see note, and aleo at infra v. 15. 

14. The words +d pnOiv—mwpodg. are cancd by 
T. & A., fr. BDL, Cop., Arm., It., & Vig. 
veres., Vict. & Theoph. : and as internal evi- 
dence is not favourable Iam disposed to bracket 
them. For éordés, I would now read torde, 
for reasons which will appear from note on Matt. 
xxiv. 15. Why édornxos should have been read 
by La., T. 2, x A., fr. only D & 28 (for MSS. 
BL have iornxora), I cannot see. Besides, 
the authority being next to nought, the reading 
is more likely to be a mere gloss, than for éorwe 
2 
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or éords to have come from || Matt. In his 3rd 
ed. Tis. has adopted éornxora, fr. BL, urging 
in its favour that the reading is not in the 
manner of careless scribes, and indeed can 
scarcely be accounted other than the most 
ancient of all; though, from its being misunder- 
stood, there arose “tot turbe quarum nihil 
simile in Matt.,” remarking that the solecism is 
not abhorrent from the character of Mark's style, 
and that yet the diction may perhaps be excused, 
inasmuch as the ancient theologians tanght that 
the BdéAvyma was Tov dvdpiavta Tov ToTe 
riv wodw édovros. See the Caten. Oxon. & 
Vict. Cat. But I cannot consent to admit a 
reading into the text on so groundless a surmise. 

16. wy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDLA 
& 6 curss. [add Lam. 1177]; but it can scarcel 
be dispensed with here on account of the harih 
construcn it would involve, namely, ele roy 
apyov, not ivy re dpyw, as in || Matt. Tis. 3 
now restores the word, supposing it removed 
because not in || Matt. : 

18. On more mature consideration, I can no 
longer defend the authenticity of 7 muy Uuey, 
internal evidence being so strong agaznst the 
words, fr. its being manifest that they, as well as 
the other additamenta found in other MSS., 
were meant to supply what seemed vente: 
though left by Mark to be supplied (harshly 
enough) fr. the contezt. 

20. Al. rightly rejects the reading of Tis. 
éxoX. Kip., formed on BL [add Scr. y]: but 
his reasons for rejection take too much for 
granted. The removal was simply a corrn, pro- 
ceeding fr. critics, who chose. to introduce a 
neater position of the words. 

. Tis. 3 has restored elw. bu. instead of 
ip. eTar., edd by Al, on the sole authority of B, 
and not even that, since this MS. has, teste 
Maio, ip. et. I would now, for ricravonre, 
admit miorsvere ed. by Sch., L., T., & A., 
fr. ACDEFHLVA & 40 curss. [add Lam. 528, 
1177, 79, 88, Scr. h, k, z, H, Mus. 5731, 11838, 
118389, 14774, 15581, & Cov. 1, om. by Mill], 
also, what is more, B, which, teste Maio, has 
RiloTTEVETeE, 

22. Tis. 3 still excludes yrevdorp. «ai, though 
only on the slender authority of D 124 & 2 co- 
pies of It. vers., and that not compensated by in- 
ternal evidence, inasmuch as it is far less likel 
that the words shd have been interpolated in a 
the copies but two, than have been passed over 
by the singularly careless scribes of D & 124, 
from the eye passing fr. yeudo to Weudo. 

xat before rods éx\. may have been in- 
serted fr. || Matt.; though that it should have 
come into al] the copies exc. 2, and all the verss., 
is very improbable; and nearly as much so that 
idot before wposip. at the next verse shd have 
been interpolated fr. || Matt. in all the copies 
but BL 28, It. a, & Cop. The particle was oft 
removed by Alex. eritics, who thought it super- 
fluous (see Matt. xxv. 6, xxviii. 7, Mk. iii. 34, 
v. 22, Lk. xiii. 16, xxiv. 49, 2 Cor. xiii. 1, 
Rev. iii. 11, xv. 3) from their not knowing its 
full force, which is ‘mind,’ eq. to Ide. 

25. For rov ovp. écovrat, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
edit Evovrat ix Tov ovp., fr. ABC & 20 curss., 
Lam. 1177, 78, 88, Scr. p, w, y,z; Mus. 5540, 
§731, 15581. For éxaiawr. the same editors 
yead wixtoy., fr. BCDL and several eurss, 
[ add Lam. 1188, Scr. p, w, y, z, H, Mus. 
5581], but internal evidence weighed aright 
does not compensate for incompetent external, 
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since there is every appearance of the passage 
having been recast fr. || Matt. xxiv. 29. I sus- 

ct that the whole reading was derived fr. the 
ectionaries, wh. form a no inconsiderable por. 
tion of the MSS. In short, the éx was more 
likely to have been removed by critics (as it has 
been at 1 Cor. xiii. 8 & Rev. ii. 5) than, as 
Tis. supposes, introduced fr. sundry passages of 
the Acts and Epistles. 

27. The first avrov is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BDL, Cop., & some It. copies; and they re- 
gard each pronoun as derived fr. || Matt. But 
that this not very necessary insertion should 
have been made, and then have come into all 
the copies exc. a very few, and all the veres. of 
any weight, is very improbable; while that the 
omission of avrov shd have occurred in those 
copies is very likely, since critics perpetua ly ex- 
clude pronouns thought superfluous. That the 
pronoun was tampered with is plain from this, 
that in DL each avtov is omitted; in B, only 
the first avrov. 

29. I still retain yiwwoxere against Tis. & 
Al., not merely because y:vwoneTat, the reading 
they adopt, is found also in || Matt. in not a few 
copies, but because the MSS. in both passages 
which present -ra: abound in itacisms, of wh. 
this seems one. 

For wavra tava, T. & A. read ravTa @., 
fr. BCL & several cursives [add L. 528, 1175, 
1188, Scr. p,s, y]; and they think the w. rata 
came from || Matt. Yet the variation occurs 
there also, a6 also in several other kindred pas- 
sages. In such a case, external authority must 
turn the ecale, and that is here quite in favour 
of t. rec. 

31. I cannot yet receive waptkevc., though 
the authority in its favour is not inconsiderable, 
since internal evidence, properly weighed, is 
unfavourable. 

32. I still retain the #, based as it ison nearly 
all the uncials, about 100 curss., excl. of almost 
all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, confirmed by 
external evidence, as will ap fr. note on 
Matt. x. 38. I still decline to receive, with 
Tis. & Al., dyyedos after ovdels, on the sole 
authority of MS. B, wh. Tis. makes the most of 
by strenuous, though ineffectual, argumentation, 
since it, after all, rests on mere surmise. 


XIV. 2. I am now inclined to adopt ydp, 
though fr. BCDL only, wh. could not well 
be an altern of critics, but might arise fr. error 
of scribes, confounding the marks of abbrevn 
for di & ydo; and the words are sometimes con- 
founded, of wh. see exx. in Steph. Thes. ed. 
Valp. p. 2905, a, b, & 3144, cs; but it is not 
clear whether by error of scribes, or by tam- 
pering of critics, as applied to passages in-wh. 
yap is used where one should have expected 
some other particle as d2, which might here be 
suggested by || Matt, ; though Mk. might choose 
to use yap as a more potnted expression, in 
which the particle has the epewegetical force, to 
introduce, by way of explanation, the influencing 
principle of the action, here intimating that the 
purpose of seizing and killing Jesus by guile 
and craft was not to be attempted on the feast- 
day, lest &c. But the scribes and revisers, not 

erceiving the force of yao and its reference to 
Saher, brought in the éé. 

For Odpvf. gorar, Tis. & Al. read torac 
O0o., fr. BCDL, 2 pet., & It. k. But external evi- 
dence is slender indeed; and sxternal confirms 
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paramount external in favour of the t. rec., since 
it was far less likely that all the MSS. exc. 5 
should have been altered, for no particular 
reason, than that in ¢hose an alteration of position 
should have been introduced by critics. 

8. I still retain the «ai before ouerp., for 
although there are not wanting passages in which 
axai has been obtruded by critics, though not 
used by the writer, being inserted by critics as 
seeming necessary, esp. for connexion ; yet there 
are quite as many others where «ai has been re- 
moved by critics, from their misunderstanding 
the constrn in cases like the present, where the 
«ai is really indispensable to make any tolerable 
constrn. As to the principle, resorted to by 
Tis., of asyndeton, though such is occasionally 
to be recognized in Mk., yet this is not one of 
those cases in wh. it can be supposed to exist, 
as will appear fr. the observations of Jelf, Gr. 
oe § ears & 792. As to the om to ae 

e icle is introductory, namely, cvyrplw., 
see Lin is said in pany? fe in my Lex. N. " 
to wh. I would add that the literal signifn of 
cuvrp. is to break up or off, to snap, as said of 
metallic substances, or horn, or hard wooden 
articles, as a spear, or bone or chains, snapped 
asunder. See . v. 4, Here, however, the 
sense of ourrpiivaca seems to be, ‘having 
broken off, knocked off the top of the bottle- 
neck, so stop as to preserve the fi ce ;” 
which in the present case had been fully effected, 
as we learn by the circumstance, alone recorded 
by St. John, of the extreme fragrance of the 
ointment, such as to fill the whole house. 

For +é before aAdf., Ln. reads rdy, from all 


the uncials exc. 5 or 6, and not a few cursives guage 


jee Lam. 1176, 79, Scr. k,o, p, Mus, 5540, 
, 5647, & Cov. 1]. But that is either a 
correction to the more usual gender in Grecitate 
media, or, what internal evidence renders more 
probable, an altern of the most ancient reading 
avny, found in BCLA, and edited by Tis. & Al., 
wh. I wd now adopt, as confirmed both by in- 
ternal evidence and the express testimony of 
Phot. Lex. p. 219, 2, ed. Pors., and of Eust. ad 
Hom. IL. p. 946, 53, AnxvOow (flask) 62 dyyetov 
daciv, ivy w Tos vexpois Hpepov Td pdpor, 
av &\aBacrpov, which must be the genuine 
reading, considering the added words & poevi- 
K&D # vdv &\aBacrpoy elwev ‘Hpddoros. 
It shd seem that the use of the flask, for a 
funereal purpose, was invariably intimated by 
expressing the word in the feminene gender, were 
it not for a passage of Clem. Alex. Pedag. 
1. ii. § 33, where he says that some ladies used 

in contradistinction to the broad and wide 

rinking-cupe of the men) orsvais xopsdg— 
adaBaerpors. 

7. I am now more inclined to receive for 
avrovs, avroie, on considerable authority, 
strengthened by Lam. 1192, 1193, Ser. H, Mus. 
6559, 11836, 118391, and confirmed by internal 
evidence, since avrove has every appearance of 
being a mere gramml correcn. 

8. airy after eIyev is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BL & several curss.; but without reason, for 
besides the authority being insufficient, it is not 
compensated by internal evidence, since it is far 
more likely that afr» shd have been accidentally 
omitted, or removed as superfluous, in 9 curse., 
than that it shd have been interpolated in all 
the rest fr. || Matt., though really not parallel 
in wording. Moreover, it is very improbable 
that Mk. shd neglect to use the pronoun, it 
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being here almost indispensable, inasmuch as it 
has a twofold reference, viz. to both goy. and 
éwoings. 

9. After yuiv, Lu., Tis., & Al. subjoin é2, fr. 
BDEGKLVA & 36 curse. [add Lam. 528, 1176 
& 78, 92, Scr. h, i, Pp v, w, Mus. 5540, 1810 
11836, 16943, 17741, 17982], with It. a I 
have received it, but expressed in small print, for 
the reason I have alleged, wh. is confirmed by 
the circumstance that other copies have yap, and 
others xai, wh. may make one suspect that all 
three were supplemental additions both unneces- 
sary and prejudicial to the effect intended by 
thie solemn ration. 

For dv, I would now, with Tis. 3, read day, 
fr. ACKLM & 20 cures. [add all the Lam. 
MSS., all the Scr. exc. p, and all the most 
ancient Mus. copies]. And vain were it to 
attempt, with Al., to exclude the reading on the 
surmise that it was derived fr. |] Matt.; for there 
DL and several curss., with Orig., read dy. 

I still retain roto after ebay. for the rea- 
sons I have alleged, though I am now disposed 
to bracket it, since it may have been fatroduced 
‘fr. || Matt. 

10. For wapaés, I am now more inclined to 
receive; with Ln., Tis., & Al., wapadot, fr. BD, 
which peculiar form occurs at the next verse, 
and supr. iv. 29 in the same MSS., and at Joh. 
xiij. 2 in some MSS. If the reading be genuine, 
it would seem to be a form of the opt. belonging 
to the provincial and ordinary Greek (like 
gvotovcbe in 1 Cor. iv. 6 & {nrAovre at Gal. 
iv. 17), being a 2d aor. derived fr. the barytone 
form —o1:p:, ots, ot,and prob. in use in the lan- 
of common life, esp. in Syria and Pales- 
tine. The use of %va with the opt. is indeed 
ch re it occurs ielvewn in N. i at Eph. i. 

, va dun Omiy, an ape in other pa a 

he position avrdy enal adopted aa a 
Tis, & Al, fr. BCLA 69, 346, It. f, k, q, & 
Euseb., may have been the ortginal order of the 
words; but that it shd have been altered in all 
the copies exc. 6 is far less probable than that 
in those 6 it shd have been an arbitrary corrn of 
critics, suggested by the It. vers., and framed as 
seeming an improvement. 

14. I would now receive the you adopted by 
L., T., & A., fr. BCDLXA & 7 cursives [add 
Lam. 1188], which is confirmed by the air of 
the context, also by Matt. xxvi. 18, where see 
note. It may indeed have been expunged (espy 
since it is not in || Lk.) for the sake of removing 
a tautology: but it was more ahr inadvertently 
passed over (as is oft the case with ov, cou, and 
other enclitics) by the scribes, in either case 
through ignorance of what is tmplied in the pro- 
noun. 

15. On reconsidering the puzzling question as 
to the true spelling of the term in this Gospel, 
and that of Lk., denoting the upper cha ; 
where our Lord ate his last supper with his 
Apostles, it seems to me that, of the Pking at 
least different modes of spelling found in the 
MSS., the -eov is only a peculiar form for -ecwy, 
which, besides being too Attic to have been 
used in Palestine, is of slender authority (though 
clas by Lam. 1175, 88, Scr. m, n, p, & 
2 or 3 Mus. copies), and hence must be put out 
of count, so that the true spelling must be either 
dveoyatov, adopted by T. & A., fr. BMSUX & 
10 cursives [add Lam. 528, 1176, & 79, Scr. b, 
q, 8, Y],or ava yatoy, adopted by Gr., Sch., Ln., 
and myself, though rejected by Al., on the score 
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of its being “‘ derived fr. || Lk. xxii.12." But 
adv wy. is found in SU & 12 cursives [add 
Lam. 1189, Scr. p,q, 8, y, Mus. 15581, 16183, 
16943, 11838, 14774, 7363); as is also dv yewy 
in several others, and aywyeoy in the t. rec. and 
in the great body of the hiss. Now although 
the two eronee lee may have used two different 
modes of spelling, ac it is far more probable 
that they employed the same; and that the 
variation is in this case not one between the two 
evangelists, but between two modes of spellin 
the word, dywya:oy and dvaya:ov, of whic 
the former is the earlier and more class. one, as 
found in Xen. Anab. v. 4, 28, the latter, ava- 
yatov,a much later Gr. form of very rare oc- 
currence, though noticed as in use by Suid., 
Hesych., Zonar., & Etym. Mag. 

As respects the absence of éro:uov in AM2A 
& about 20 curas. [add Lam. 1178 & 79, Scr. k, 
|, besides the It., Vig., & Arm. verss., Vict., 

uthym., & Theoph., on which ground it is 
brackd by Ln., it could not be omitted by acci- 
dent in so many MSS. & verss., but was most 
prob. removed by critics who either regarded it 
as a gloss on éorp., or thought it repugnant to 
éxet étotncdoare. However, one main reason 
why the critics expunged érotuov was that nee 
stumbled at the consirn (somewhat rare) of ad- 
ject. with partic. pass, not brin ing to mind 
such passages as Hom. Od. &. 453, aw’ dvelad’ 
érotua wooxelueva Xetpas tadAAov, & ASschyl. 
Agam. 816, Yevy Osis éro:pos Hv épol. 

As respects the «ai just after, inserted by Tis. 
& Al. before éxet évoip., fr. BCL, It., Vig., & 
other verss., I continue to reject it, this being 
one of those cases in wh. xai was obtruded by 
the ancient critics fr. ignorance of the constrn. 

19. I still, with Ln., decline cancelling, with 
Tis. & Al., fr. BL, ve a & Orig., the words oj 
62, since the absence of these, or of some equiv. 
words, such as xal fip=. in C 238, et al., would 
involve a greater harshness than any to be found 
elsewh. in this ig or that of John, nay, even in 
the Apocalypse. Tis. indeed brings the anomal 
under the category of asyndeton, but, as wi 
appear fr. "note supra v. 3, not on good grounds. 

nternal evidence is in favour of the reading 
ste xata els, adopted by Tis. & AL, fr. BLA: 
but far stronger proof is needed that the idiom 
ever existed, than that furnished by a little knot 
of 3 MSS. in the closest connexion : as to the 
xara for xa6", it prob. originated in the careless- 
ness of a scribe in the common original. The 
absence of «ai &dXos, wn Te tyw in BCLPA 


& 5 cures. [add Scr. p), as also in the Vig., Syr., | 


Pers., Cop., & Sah. verss., could scarcely arise in 
so many and such different quarters from mere 
homeotel. It may be supposed to have arisen 
fr. critics stumbling at the harsh anacol ; 
and accordingly removing it by expunging the 
words, esp. since they observed them abs. fr. 
|] Matt. and thought them needless. 

20. Internal evidence is so staongly against 
Gwoxp. Beis, that the authority, sleader as it is, 
of only BCDL, wh. have it not, confirmed by 
all the ancient verss., fully warrants at least the 
bracketing of the word. Of the reading of B & 
C!, ele +o dv +p., Al. remarke that “ dy was 
written in the margin, and adopted by the 
scribes ignorantly.”* But that gy should have 
been written in the margin of the originals 
both of B & C, and tm both been adopted, ig- 
norantly, into the text, is incredible. Bealdes, 
the true reading of B is, teste Maio, dv tpuBXiov, 
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wh. Tis. had conjectured; whence it is plain 
that the dv was not in the margin of the arche- 
type, but in the éeat, though prob. interlineary 
and written above rd, thus suggesting the constrn 
éy tw found in || Matt. 

21. I still agree with Ln. in rejecting here 
and at || Lk. the ov: prefixed in BDL, Cop., & 
Sah. verss., and adopted by Tis. & Al., internal 
ee being, as I have there shown, against 
them. 

22. I would now bracket 6 ’Inoovs because 
internal evidence, properly weighed, is against 
the words, which were likely to be txtroduced 
from || Matt. by crit. revisers, who did not ob- 
serve that from the close connexion of v. 22 with 
the preceding context the words are here not 
needed, nor at |j Lk., whereas at || Matt. they 


are. 

24. I would now bracket the 76, which is abs. 
fr. BCDLXA & 2 cursives [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 77, 78, 88, Scr. b, f, k, Mus. 1810, 5540, 
17740, and Burl. MS., om. by Wets.], and in- 
ternal evidence confirms external. 

27. I am now disposed to adopt, with T. & 
A., the position ra wpdp. dtacxopr., fr. BCDL 
13, 115, 127, 346, 2 pet. The other in t. rec. 
may have been introduced from || Matt. and the 
Sept.,as also may d:acxoprioOycovrat, which 
I find in several Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies of 
ancient text. 

29. For xai el, Tis. 2 & Al. read el «ai, fr. 
BCGL 1, 13, 39, al.: but Ln. retains, and Tis. 
3 restores xai el, remarking that el xai arose fr. 
crit, altern, just as other critics substituted the 
same for el in || Matt. xxvi. 33, where see my 
note. 

30. Internal evidence is against the év, cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDL 1, 69, al., and 
not in favour of the reading raity TH vuKTi, 
wh. seems 2 mere emendn o pea though the 
t. rec. can hardly have been derived fr. || Matt., 
as the év may have been. 

Before +y dwapy. I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., inserted ov, on strong external evidence— 
almost all the uncials and very many curses. [ex- 
clus. of all the Lam. MSS. exc. 1177, 79, all 
the Scr. exc. y, together with Mus. 1810, 5540, 
11838 & 9, 14774, 16184, 16943, 17740, 17982, 
18211], confirmed by internal evidence. Seo 
note on Joh. x. 33. 

31. Tis. 3 still retains, for é« wepioeov, 
ixweptoos, though the extreme slenderness 
of the authority (BCD & 4 pea and the state 
of the evidence here and at vi. 51 evince it to 
be inadmissible, espy as presenting a word no 
where else occurring, and indeed noé in B, wh., 
teste Maio, has ixwepiooas, doubtless an error 
of scribe for ix weptoceias found in 4, and 
formed on the model of ix weptocedmaros in 
Lk. vi. 45, though plainly a mere gloes on éx 
wepiocou, elsewhere stumbled at by the same 
critics, supra vi. 51. 

For égAeye, Ln., Tis. & Al. read, fr. 
BDL, éAdAe:, wh. has internal evidence in its 
favour, since AaX. is eleewh. occasionally altered 
by critics to A¢y. (vee my note on Joh. xiv. 10, 
also Acts xxiii. 7, Rom. xv. 18, 1 Cor. vi. 5, xv. 
34), and is possibly the genuine reading. Su 
posing it to be such, we might render, ‘he 
uttered (put forth) [the exclamation]}.” 

35. For éweceyv, T A. edit éruwrey, fr. 
BL, supposing éwecey to have been adopted 
from || Matt. But the extreme slenderness of 
external testimony is not compensated by inter- 
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nal evidence, for that the alteration should have 
been made and got into all the copies, exc. two 
in the closest connexion, is too improbable to 
justify the adoption of the word. That it was 
eft untouched at || Jazz. is no proof as rds 
the present passage. I cannot, indeed, believe 
that Mk. used the impf. form, which occurs no 
where else in N. T., nor in the Sept. ; while the 
gor. occurs perpetually in both. As to how we 
are to account for the impf. in those 2 copies— 
perhaps it was from crit. corrn to match with 
the subsequent impf. wpoondyero: and the 
form does occur several times in Hom. I., 
once in the Odyss., once in Hesiod, thrice in 
Hdot., and Xen. once, Hist. iv. 3, 16, éwel 
oxdtos iylyvero, 81a Thy dvaywplav ExieToy, 
and then only to match the preceding impf. 

36. T. 3 has now restored the t. rec. rd wor. 
an’ iuov Tovro, which he had altered, with L. 
& A., to rd wor. TovTo an’ éwou, fr. AGLUXA 
& 15 curss. [add L. 528], remiareing. ne that 
reading (supported by 7 uncials and the bulk of 
the cursives) is at once “aliena a suspicione 
emendationis et a loce. ]]. ratione,”” and more- 
over, “ita reliquas ex ipsa ortas esse plane osten- 
dit,’"—the strongest marks of genuineness. 

38. For wpocevyeoOs, wmpocevyere does 
(teste Maio) occur in B: but it is not a blunder 
of scribe, at least by being a barbarism. It 
seems rather to have been a slip of the pen from 
the scribe’s using unwittingly a provincial form, 
arising from the Greek of common life, possibly 
used from the earliest period. This is confirmed 
by another example of this active form occurring 
in a on Aristoph. Plut. 842, where 
Schaef. thinks the Greek not good enough [for 
the writer], yet that rather applies to another 
ex. in Soph. Frag. iii. Creuse: et Earp’ dv 
Zyesw, where he justly remarks that it is not to 
be tolerated in so correct and finished a writer. 
Nevertheless, he refers to two similar flaws ad- 
duced by Brunck on schyl. Prom. 764. 
There is little doubt that all four sprang, fr. 
the same cause as the wpocevxerte, being slight 
flaws of diction unwittingly introduced by the 
ecribes, perhaps fr. dictation. 

I have brackd the els in eioeX9., expunged by 
L., T., & A., fr. B 346 & 9, Cypr., Paul., Fulg., 
because though the external authority for rejec- 
tion is so slender, the deficiency is compensated 
by internal evidence, since it may have been in- 
troduced from || Matt. & Lk., where no fluctua- 
tion of reading is found. 

4]. I would now bracket rd before Aorwo», 
which is caxcd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ADEF 
GLSVX and many curss. [add Lam. 528, 1175 
& 76, 78, 88, 92, 1255, Scr. h, 1, m, n, 9 8, 2, 
H, Mus. 1810, 5731, 11836, 14774, 1558), 
16184, 18211]: and ite absence is confirmed by 
my note on Matt. xxwi. 45. It was prob. 
derived fr. {| Matt., though there the reading 


varies. 

43. The d» is om. in ABCDKLS and very 
many cures. [add Lam. 1177 & 88, Scr. k, w, y, 
z, H, Mus. 5540], and cancd by Ln., but re- 
tained by Tis. & Al., fr. EFGHMVX and the 
great body of the curss., excl. of about half of 
the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, confirmed by 
internal evidence, it being prob. removed by 
critics as superfluous and not found in || Matt. 
& Lk. ToAde after dxXor is cancd by Tis. & 


Al., fr. BL 13, 69, 2 pet. [add the Burl. MS., Sc 


om. by Wets.]}, on the supposition that it was 
derived fr. || Matt. But the fewness of the 
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copies without it discountenances that surmise. 
It was more prob. removed by critics who here, 
as oft elsewh., thought it superfluous. 

44, I still retain dwaydy. on the same grounds 
as before stated, besides others wh. will more 
fully appear fr. note on Matt. xxi. 2, where 
several exx. of the aor. 2 impf. of this verb (at 
least of the simple verb) are adduced. Of this 
reduplic. form exx. are very rare, but another 
occurs in N. T. at Acts xxiii. 17, and of oup- 
ayayete Matt. xiii. 30, where BF l & Scr. v 
read ouvayers, injudiciously ed. by Ln., just as 
here dwayers is found in BDL 28, 40, 61, & 3 
others, and is ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al. So, too, 
at Acts xxiii. 17, for awayaye, B & 4 curss. 
{add Scr. p] have dwaye. The same error is 
fallen into at Thucyd. viii. 30, where for ax- 
a&yovres, partic. pres. of the redupl. form, Krueger 
& Pop ayovrses. 

47. The rie after els is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABLM & 6 curss., with several verss. ; 
and Al. thinks it derived from || Lk. But it is 
there also omd in several ancient curss., and in 
the very verss. here alleged for it; and T. 3 has 
restored it in that passage. This omission of ree 
after els is not unfreq. in MSS. and veras. See 
Matt. ix. 18, Lk. ix. 8, and esp. m/f. v. 51. 

I must still decline receiving for t. rec. &rloy, 
wraplov, not only because it rests on very in- 
sufficient authority, only BD 1—but still more 
because internal evidence here ie not in its 
favour, and is rather against it at Joh. xviii. 10 
(where it is more strongly pall sab by external), 
Imasmuch as the word (only found in Attic 
poetry of the comic drama and the epigram- 
matic class) was unlikely to be known to, much 
less used by, Mk. & John, whereas & rio» as being 
an idiom both of Hellenistic and later Greek, 
oft found in the Sept., was likely to be used by 
them. Indeed, the very use of the dimin. form 
to denote the parts of the body formed (as is 
remarked by Lobeck on Phryn. p. 211) a cha- 
racteristic of the ordinary Gr, dialect, presentin 
the language of common life. That Luke should 
have employed ots, not wrioy, is, from the 
superior character of his Greek, not surprising. 
Consequently, I cannot doubt that &rapioy was 
here and at || Joh. brought t by critics who 
wished to adapt the Greek term to the aurtculam 
of It. & Vig., which, however, quite as well re- 
presents wriov. 

48. étyd\Oare, edd by L., T., & A., fr. all the 
most ancient cursives, I find also in Lam. 1177 & 
Scr. i, y. It is prob. the genuine reading. See 
note on Matt. xxvi. 55,49. I still decline re- 
ceiving éxparsire on the sole authority of B. 
It is evidently a gramm. corrn, in order to ac- 
commodate the tense to that of the preceding 
verb, one a critic ought to have seen that the 
sulyect of the two verbs is different, and a well- 
instructed biblical student should have been 
aware that the imperf. of xparety never occurs 
in N. T., and only, I believe, once in the Sept., 
at Nehem. iv. 7. éwroier—ixpare:, and there 
the aor. would be inadmissible. Even in the 
class. writers it is of rare occurrence, being 
almost confined to Thucyd., Xen., and Plato; 
and even in those cases, as in that of Nehem., 
only where the aor. could not be used. _ 

. For wayres iguyor, Tis. & Al. read 
ipuvyov wadyres, fr. BCLA [add Lam. 1188, & . 
r. Z, H, Mus. 5731]; but the authority for it 
is insufficient, and internal evidence unfavour- 
able, since the change of position could not have 
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taken place in all the copies exc. seven, fr. 
|| Matt.; for there, too, wavres. is variousl 
placed. It would seem that the position whic 
ax éytes occupies in BCL arose fr. certain critics, 
who sought to impart an emphasis to the word, 
in order to further which, others, as we find fr. 
MSS., subjoined pa@yrai, or wrote awavtss, 
or both. 

51. AKxoXovOnos may be, as Al, supposes, “a 
correcn of #xoAou8e: to the more usual tense :” 
but, considering the very strong authority for it, 
—nearly all the uncials, and the great body of 
the cursives, exclus. of all the Lam. and Ser., 
and nearly all the Mus. copies,—it is very un- 
likely that such a corrn should have been made, 
and been received so extensively : whereas the 
corm was likely to be made in a very few MSS. 
in the other direction. See notes supr. v. 49, 
As regards the ovy prefixed to the verb by Ln, 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCLA only, and unsupported 
by curss. or verss., the authority is quite insuffi- 
cient, esp. as not confirmed by internal evidence, 
wh. is adverse, since the prepoen is here quite 
unsuitable as to sense, sid nok to be sustained 
fr. supr. v. 37, referred to by Schulz, Tis., and 
Al., because there the attw dxod., occg in 8 
copies, arose fr. a very different cause. Sce note 
there. Here the ovv, in a little knot of copies, 
the closest of congeners, doubtless arose fr. in- 
advertency of scribe in the ancient arene 
since the ouy eaighe arise fr. the ¢ preceding 
being repeated an 
of coup. 

As respects the ol veavioxo: infra, expunged 
by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al, fr. BC37DLC and several 
veres., internal evidence is adverse, since one 
cannot imagine why the words should have been 
interpolated almost universally ; whereas we can 
well account for their omtssion in some ancient 
veras., and their removal in 3 copies, on account 
of their being not understood, and hence seeming 
unsuitable. The occurrence of vaavioxos just 
before, taken in conjunction with of veavioxos 
here, of itself occasioned obscurity, which was 
increased by the uncertainty as to the persons 
meant by of veavioxoe. The ancient transirs & 
revisers seem to have been unaware that the ex- 
pression here and elsewh. formed a technical 
term, denoting young men in the discharge of 
duties something like those of our apparttores, 
officials to execute the orders of the magistracy, 
for preserving public order, whether civil or 
ecclesiastical, but here the later, denoting the 
officials of the Jewish hierarchy, as appears fr. 
supr. v. 43 & || Matt. xxvi. 47. Tis. now sees 
the matter in this light, since he has restored 
the words, and argues for their genuineness on 
nearly the grounds which had myself 
taken. 

60. I would now bracket +d before péooy, wh. 
is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. almost all the 
uncials and very many curss., to which | add all 
the Lam. copies, all the Scr. exc. r, z, and 
several of the most ancient Mus. copies, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 7d 
was prob. inserted fr. a scholiast. 

61. For oiédty dwexplvaro, Tis., ed. 2 & 3, 
reads obx awexpivaro ovbdiv, fr. BCL 3, Cop., 
Sah., & Go. verss., & Orig. But external evi- 
dence is exceedingly slender, and that in direct 
opposition to internal, the reading being evi- 
deny a mere crit] emendn to make the answer 
exactly square with the question, and introduce 
& certain intensity of sense. But that were 


taken, as oft, as an abbrevn 
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more suitable to an Isocrates, or Max. Tyr., 
than to our evangelist. 

62. For xa0. é« def., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. 
dx dé. xaO., fr. nearly all the uncials and about 
40 curses. [I can add all the Lam. & Scr., and a 
few of the most ancient Mus. copies], besides 
the It. & Vig., in MS. Orig. 1 & Theoph. I 
should be inclined to think the t. rec. might 
have been derived fr. || Matt., did not the other 
variations in the position of the words cast a 
shade on that supposition. 

64. Zvyoxoy elvac, edd by Tis. & Al., not La., 
fr. BCLA 33, cannot be genuine, being unsus- 
tained by competent authority, and evidently a 
mere corrn of composn. 

65. I cannot but still reject, with Ln., the 
reading é\afoy for t. rec. Z8aAXov. The occur- 
rence of éX\dufavov in some copies does not, as 
Al. avers, stamp it with genuineness, but rather 
with spurtousness, by opening out its origin ; 
namely, corrupt copies of the It. ver., in wh. the 
imperf. tense is oft used where it is not in the 
Greek original except in altered MSS., tam- 
pered with from Zat. copies. Or it may be that 
some crit. revisers stumbled at é8aAXoyp for want 
of acquaintance with its exact force (on wh. see 
note on Joh. viii. 7), esp. as combined with 
pawion., of wh. I know of no other ex. exc. the 
one which I have already adduced in my note, 
from Suid. ruppate {8aAXAs70, and which comes 
very near to it, but BaA\w in the sense éo strike, 
pelt with Ai#ors, occurs oft in Polyb., Dio 
Cass., Hdian, and Joseph. I am, however, in- 
clined to think that gS8aXoy, found in EMUX 
& 15 curse, excl. of Lam. 528, 1177, 78, Scr. i, 
k, 0, w, z, H, and several Mus. copies, is the true 
ee 

66. Tis. & Al. place xd+rw before, not after, 
dv +H avAn, fr. BCLU? & 4 curss. [add 
1188, z, H]. But the authority for this transpn 
is insufficient, and not compensated by internal 
evidence, since the position of the word was 
more likely to be altered in 9 copies than in all 
the rest; though it cannot be denied that the 

sition xaTw éy TH avAy was more likely to 

e altered than the other, as being one that a 
pure class. Gr. writer would not have chosen, 
though I have occasionally elsewhere obeerved 
xdrw placed where one should not expect it. 

68. I can confirm od}re—oire, fr. Tai. 1177 
& 78, 92, Scr. h, i, k, 1, m, n, q, r,s. Iam, 
however, inclined to think that Mk. wrote ov« 
oléa obre éwior., which is confirmed by Thucyd. 
ii. 49. 5, obx &y. Oepp. qv odTe yAwpdv, where 
for odx 6 MSS. have obr’, which was edited by 
Bekk. & Arn.; but Poppo and myself retain 
ouK. 

70. I cannot yet approve of the removal of 
the words xal 7) AaX. cov oe Gporafer, on such 
slender authority, resting on a mere surmise, and 
that discountenanced by the | ae improbability 
that the words should have found their way fr. 
|| Matt. into all the copies but sever. Far more 
likely is it that they were in those seven ex- 

unged by critics as He get and as nt- 
ing a term unexampled elsewh. But that very 
circumstance confirms the genuineness of the 
clause; for had it really been interpolated fr. 
|| Matt., surely no one would ever have thought 
of changing énAdv ce worel into a term next to 
unknown ; though it was not unlikely that if 
Mk. had chosen to subjoin’ to the xaz yap 
TeXcAatos, formed on Lk., the substance of 
Matthew's matter, he should have employed, 
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instead of the dnd» oa worst, some More com- 
pact expression, and in so doing he might, as on 
various other occasions, employ a term very 
different from those in ordinary use, yet one 
whose existence is shown by the compound verb 
*¥ pocopo.d~w, found in the G tca, a term 
of common life, peculiarly suitable to the speaker 
there, and hence brought in by some Alex. 
critics into || Matt., where it exists in D and 
several Jt. copies. In his 3rd ed., Tis., to sus- 
tain a failing cause, thinks fit to suppose dmord- 
Yee a gloss derived from a copy of Mk., garnished 


with glosses. But that is taking for ted 
what is all but incredible, for surely so plain an 
expression as d7Adpy o# woret needed no gloss ; 


whereas omoiat{ee bears the very character of 
Mark's style, which is distinguished by not a 
few such provincial and ordinary Cireek words. 
That all the Syriac and the Arab. translators 
had in their verss. ouotd{er is undeniable. 

71. For @wvyca: dis, and awap. me Tpis, 
the readings dis @wy., and rpis ue dwapy., edd 
by Tis. 2, fr. BC, are now by Tis. discarded, 
with reason, as evidently proceeding fr. the 
Alexn polishing school. 


XV. 4. For éxnodrncey, Tis. '& Al. read éwn- 
pera, fr. BU & 15 curss. [add Scr. z, H, Mus. 
§731]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. ‘‘ a correcn to 
supr. v. 2.” But the external evidence is quite 
insufficient to establish this, and internal is 
rather adverse, inasmuch as it was far less likely 
for the t. rec. to have been altered for such a 
reason, and then to have come into all the copies 
exc. 20, than to have been altered in those few 
from some critical caprice, to impart improve- 
ment of composition. A strong confirmation of 
my view of the origin of the reading exists in 
the fuct, that in the Lam, 1188 the rea ia npo- 
vnoev is altered to éwnpwra, and the second 
lefe untouched ; while in another part of the 
same MS., where this portion is brought for- 
ward, the very opposite course is adopted. 

For xarauaptup., Ln., Tis., Al. edit 
xatynyopovoy, fr. BCD, supposing t. rec. to 
have come fr. |] Matt. Yet even there a few 
ancient curss. have xarnvy., brought in, it seems, 
fr. v. 12, as the xaTny. fee fr.v. 3. There is 
little doubt that xarnyop. is a mere crit. cor- 
recn of revisers, who wished to polish the some- 
what homely Grecism,—not, indeed, as regards 
the use of the word xarapmapr. (wh. is so em- 

loyed not only in the Sept. & Jos., but also in 
emnosth. & Lysias), but as regards the consirn, 
namely, accus. of thing, with genit. of person, wh. 
is one so rare, that I know of no other ex. exc. 
Matt. xxvii. 13 and the present passage, together 
with two fr. the Apocr. book, Sus. 42, Weudy 
pou xavren., and 49, Weudi—xatreuapt. alti, 
and one fr. Jos. Ant. iv. 8, 15, Waudy xarapuap- 
vTupnGale, where the constrn of accus. with the 
active is tmplied, 20 that the Grecism is, we see, 
made out to be Hellenistic, and hence more 
likely to be genuine, as Tis. prob. now eees, 
since he has in ed. 3 restored t. rec. He also 
restores elwev, for éXey., at v. 12, wh. he had 
edd, with Ln. & Al., fr. BC, and shows that the 
other cannot stand. The same remark applies 
to ZAsyey for elwev, at v. 14, adopted by Ln., 
Tis. 2, & Al., fr. BC, where elwey has now 
been restored by Tis. 

7. Tis. 3 restores cvorac., for the reasons 
wh. I have alleged in its defence. 

12. For dwoxp. waArv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
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wddw adwoxp., fr. BC & 5 curss., to which I 
can only add Scr. w, et al.: a manifest crit. 
correcn. The addition of roy before BacidX., 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. the same copies 
as thoes which are without 6» 0éA., was almost 
necessary after that removal; but with the pre- 
sence of the words it is not so. Internal evi- 
dence justly weighed is not in its fuvour, since 
the art. was more likely to be inserted than re- 
moved, as thought unecessary ; which, however, 
it is not when denoting name of office, though 
only after a verb of calling or choosing. Comp. 
Esch. contr. Ctes. p. 71, Zrtparnyou elA. 
Korrugov: Isa. viii. 12, xrAnBjon Olavdonos 
dpayuwy, Repairer of the breaches: comp. 
Jer. xi. 12, Green olive-tree. 

14. Iam now more disposed, for weptrooré- 
pws, to receive weptoows, found in the most 
ancient uncials and many curss., besides Lam. 
1177, 78, Scr. p, w, z, Mus. 1810, 5540, 16183 
& 4, and I agree with Al. that it can hardly be 
supposed to have come fr. || Matt., ‘‘ being 
found in so many copies.” The authority, 
however, of the ancient verss., confirmed by the 
positive testimony of Euthym. (following the 
ancient Gr. fathers), that wepiocorépws came 
fr. Mark, throws too much weight into the 
opposite scale, to authorize the adoption into the 
text of weptoows, esp. in the face of internal 
evidence, wh. Tis. 3 shows to be too strong to 
be resisted. 

20. For cravpwowor, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
—oovoiv, fr. ACDLPA & 6 curss. [add Scr. z, 
Mus. 17740, 1 m.]: but MS. B and the bulk of 
the uncials, together with all the curss. exc. 7, 
have —oworv, wh. ought not to be rejected on 
such slight grounds, esp. since internal evidence 
is not quite tn favour of —covery, inasmuch as 
@w and ov are continually confounded by the 
scribes. 

22. rdv before ToAy. is inserted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. only BC?FA & 15 cures., chiefly con- 
geners of BDL: and internal evidence is un- 
favourable, since the art. was more likely to be 
added fr. Lk. than removed. Tis. 3 now edits 
Tod yoOap, fr. 9 uncials and 45 curss, a Lam. 
1178, Scr. p, 8, x, Mus. 11836 & 8]; but on 

unds precarious, for internal evidence is not 

vourable, it being far less likely that oA yo@a 
was here introduced fr. || Matt., than that in 
both passages —Oav arose fr. critics who chose 
here, as not unfreq. elsewh., to make an inde- 
clinable noun declinable. 

25. For rpirn, Tis. adduces, fr. the Syr. 
marg., & Ath. vers., & Jerome, though not fr. 
any Gr. copy, «rn. Iam enabled to add, how- 
ever, Scr. k (but only 2 m.) and Lam. 1188 
once, for on the recurrence of this /ectio further 
on it has rpéry. Of course, the reading ia 
merely a crit. corrn, derived from || Joh., such 
as we might not expect in a lectionary, where a 
licence of that sort, whether conceded or not, 
was too freqy taken. 

29. For rp. tu. ol«., Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
olx. rp. tu., fr. BDL, 2 pet., & Syr., It., Cop., 
Sah. verse. They also cancel iv, fr. ACDPV & 
6 curss, {add Lam. 1176, Scr. k, 0]; t. rec. 
being, they think, derived from || Matt. Such 
may have been the case; but it may also have 
been, and I am inclined to think was, acci- 
dentally lost. Besides, the pene dy, as de- 
noting time within wh. any thing takes place, is 
here almost indispensable, since the dat. of iself 


‘cannot convey that force. 
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30. Tis. has now, prob. on the grounds wh. 
I have advanced against xataBavc, found in 
BDLKA, restored xardBa, admitting that 
«xaraBas, much more than xarafa, savours of 
& CoTrrTn. ° 

34. For ry Spa 79 ivv., L., T. & A. read rH 
ivy. oq, fr. BDFL 1 & Eus.; but T. 3 restores 
vi Spa TH évv. rightly, the other being a mere 
correction of style, such as we continually find 
in the Alex. family of MSS., by which compact- 
ness of expression is sought to be imparted. 

For Auuua, I am now inclined to prefer the 
reading Actua, and for caBay@avi, (aBay- 
Vavel, which, from the state of the evidence 
here and at || Matt. (where see note), seem 
most prob. the genuine readings. 

39. Tis. has now restored xpafas, which he 
had before, with Al., cancd, showing that it had 
been removed by ancient critics, and why. 
Ovror 6 avbp., ed. by L., T., & A., fr. BDLA, 
may be the true position, and the ordinary one 
derived fr. || Lk.; but the slenderness of the 
evidence makes it far more probable that the 
change of positn .came fr. critics here at least, 
though not at || Lk., where, it seems, it was 
used as more forcible than the other. 

40 Tis. 3 cancels qv, fr. BL [add Scr. pl, 
supposing it inserted fr. || Matt. But it rather 
seems to have been removed, from many MSS. 
being without the «ai. For 'Iwo7, I cannot 
vet adopt here and at v. 47, with Tis. & Al., 
‘lwonros, fr. BDLA 1, 13, 38, 69, 346, 2 pet., 
eap. since it seems to have been derived fr. Latin 
copies, the critics in either case choosing (as 
supr. v. 22 ToAyobav) that "Iwojs shd not be 
indeclinable (however Hebraistic), and therefore 
they furnished it with a termination, such as 
it is. 

_ 43. EXOwy, which I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., adopted, fr. ABCKLMULPA &, Tis. says, 
above 75 curas., occurs also in Lam. 1175, 79, 
87, 88, 89, 93, Scr. k, 1, m,n, P, q, W, JY) % 
H, P, and Mus. 5787, an ancial of the 9th 


sar a 
45. [still retain c@mua, regarding rrwpa asa 
crit. alteratn, like that at Matt. xiv. 12 & Lk. 
xvii. 37, or perhaps an error of scribes, who in- 
advertently took up a provincialism. 

47. For riderat, the reading TaBeTrat, wh. I 
have received, is confirmed by some of the best 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. 


XVI. 2. The minute discrepancy of the 
words here, as compared with those of || Muatt., 
TH txipwoxovoy els piav aaBB., of Lk. ép0ov 
BaGéos, and of Joh. oxurias ert odons, though 
it cannot be entirely removed, may yet be dimi- 
nished by taking John's and Mark’s expressions 
coum granu salig to denote, in the former case, 
‘during the grey light of early dawn; in the 
latter, ‘ahout sunrise, which will sufficiently 
well agree with Luke’s GoQpov Babéuc—if at 
least Bal. be not pressed upon, but supposed to 
be nearly equiv. to John’s cxorius E11 ovons, 
lit. ‘while it was as yet dark [though at the 
point of dawn]’ (see my note on Lk. xxiv, 1), 
whereby the difficulty will in a great measure 
vanish, since the Aiuy wpwt of Mk. (with wh. 
comp. the rpq@ wavu rou xvépaus of Aristoph. 
Eccles. 291) admits of being taken with the 
modification of which all such indefinite expres- 
sions are susceptible, and occasionally, from pe- 
culiar circumstances, requtre. 

4. For dwoxex., T. & A. edit dvaxex., fr. 
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B & L, but external evidence for the change is 
insufficient, and internal equally balanced, 
though rather in favour of d7roxex., since it is far 
less likely that it was, as Alf. pees a repe- 
tition from the above and from || Lk., than that 
it arose either by error of scribe, or fr. a critic 
who wished to remove a sort of tautology from 
the avaBréy. just before. Nay, there is but 
slender au:hority for the existence of the verb 
dvaxvAiw; for as to the passage of Alexandr. 
xuBepv. i, A the reading there is not quite cer- 
tain, and the sense of the term there can only be 
‘to roll up ;’ and as to that of Lucian de Luctu, 
cited in Steph. Thes., AiPous avax., it must 
mean the same, though prob. the true reading 
is dvaxuxA. As to Ecclus. xxxvii. 3, there 
avexvdioOne is only an error of press of the 
Aldine and other early edd., the true reading 
being, as Alex. & Vat. MSS. present, ép- 
exurlcOns. 

5. For eloeA0., Tis. & Al. read éA6., fr. B & 
127, but the authority is next to nothing; and 
internal evidence cannot be thought otherwise 
than unfavourable, since it was far less likel 
that the els should have been introduced into a 
the copies but two from || Lk., than that in those 
two the els should have been either lost by 
error of scribes (it being not unfrequent for 
these scribes to omit prepositions in composn 
chiefly by their being oft written abbreviatim, 
and kept apart from the verb) or removed by 
critics who nape it superfluous, whereas it ia 
necessary in order to fully express the sense, 
which is, ‘and having gone into the sepulchre.” 

8. Tayo, wh. I have double-brackd, is cancd b 
all the recent editors fr. nearly all the uncials 
and, Tis. says, 140 curss., to which I can add all 
the Lam., Scr., and all the Mus. copies of an- 
tiquity and weight, confirmed by al] the verss. of 
any moment, and by internal evidence, since it was 
more likely to be inserted fr. those many pemmece 
of the N. T. where this adverb occurs than ex- 
punged by critics. 

9—20. On the authenticity of this portion, 
I am of the same opinion as heretofore, not- 
withstanding the arguments advanced in the 
excursus of Tis. 3; and I have only to add, 
that of the Lam., Scr., & Mus. MSS., not a 
single copy is without the portion, nor does any 
one contain marks of doubt, in asterisks or 
otherwise, except that in Mus. 17740 the 
mark * is affixed, not, however, to ékés portion, 
but at the beginning of the chapter, which is 
strange, since no critic, ancient or modern, ever 
aoa the permanant of the first 8 verses. 

n fact, the reviser of the text, evidently a 
very learned and able person, as I find from 
various parts of that MS., could not have meant 
the mark in question (which probably came from 
another & /ater hand) to apply even to vv. 9—20, 
since he adduces passages from Ireneus, in 
which the father adverts to vv. 19 & 20 as un- 
doubtedly from St. Mark. In Lam. 1193 (of 
the early part of 9th century), vv. 9 & 10 have 
been effaced, but the rest of the portion has 
been left untouched. In Mus. 5647, where we 
might most expect to find omissions, or marks 
of doubt, there is only an ably written remark 
in the margin, vindicating its authenticity. 

The importance of the matter in question in- 
duces me to offer some further observations :— 
J. On the external testimony for, and that agatnst, 
the authenticity; II. On the tnternal evidence 
both ways. As respects the former, Celsus 
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ought not to have been broughtin by Al. with s 
perhaps, since he (in words embodied in Orig. 
cont. Cels. ii. 35) touches on the matter, and 
cites five words of ver. 9, namely, aq’ ije 
éxBeBrAnwer éewrad Carmona so that in vain is it 
that the German critics maintain that Celsus 
had reference not to this passage but to Joh. xx. 
}l & Uk. viii. 12. The scholzasts adduced are 
some of them as much /or as others against the 
authenticity. Of the latter class, most use the 
very same language, evidently derived fr. a 
common source, prob. Orig., too readily fol- 
lowed (as usual) by Euseb. and Jerome. The 
scholium, adduced by Al. fr. MS. 24, was de- 
rived, foitdem verbis, fr. Victor. Antioch. Caten. 
in Marc. ad finem, to which Al. adds, ‘‘ and 
similarly the echolia in many other MSS.” 
which he specifies. But all those (as well as 
No. 20 & 300) presenting the added words, tote 
apxalos dvriypacors, are decidedly in fuvour 
of the genuineness of the portion, insomuch that 
Vict. Antioch., and also Tolosanus, the catenist 
on Mk., who quotes and explains vv. 9 & 12, 
ought to be removed fr. the list of the fathers and 
catenists adduced aguinst the authenticity. Al. 
indeed alleges many MSS. in which the passage 
is inserted with asferisks; but what are they? 
Let them be tified. That is not the case in 
any of the MSS. collated by myself and Mr. 
Scr. As respects the tnéernal evidence generally, 
I have only to add, that the hypothesis wh. [ 
have _ propontied, in order to account for the 
partial difference of style and character, is at 
rie rate entitled to more attention than that of 
Al., who (after Griesb.) accounts for the Gospel's 
not being brought to a regular conclusion by 
the supposition that “the last leaf of Mark's 
orig] was torn away.” This surely as much 
deserves to be termed “quite futile,” as does 
the hypothes. of others, that the portion was 
erased by reason of its ay (0 inconsistency 
with the other Gospels. Again, as to the ob- 
jection of Al., that we have no other instances 
of erasures in the Gospels for any such reason 
(viz. inconsistency of matter and inequality of 
matter), he forgets Joh. viii. 1—1], Lk. xxii. 
43 & 44, Matt. viii. 13, Acts xv. 18, and many 
other similar passages. Certainly there is in 
the portion in question one feature of genuine- 
ness wh. distinguishes it fr. all the other por- 
tions alleged to be in lated, namely, that 
(widely different from Joh. viii. }—11) it con- 
tains fower varieties of reading than perhaps an 
poee of the same length in this whole Gospel. 
hose that do occur are almost entirely very 
minute, and scarcely one occurs that merits at- 
tention, much less that is entitled to adoption, 
exc. pray at ver. 18, wh. is strongly supported 
by uncials & ancient cures. (exclus. of nearly 
1 the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies), further con- 
firmed by external evidence, inasmuch as BAaWeet 
was more likely to have arisen fr. a scholium or 
easier reading, than SAawWn to have been a 
corrn, and to have got into all the MSS. of any 
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weight. See notes supr. ix. 41, Joh. vi. 35, 
xiii. 8, & Matt. x. 23, xv. 5. As to the assertion 
of Al. serving to show that this portion could 
not have come from Mk., namely, that it con- 
tains 17 words and expressions never elsewh. 
used by him,—how does he make up that num- 
ber P—only by descending to such minutie as 
are quite out of place, and wholly unimportant 
for the purpose in view: not to say that even 
here the arguments are for the most part incon- 
clusive, e. g. at ver. 10, where he remarks that 
Tuts per’ avrov yevouévors is an expression 
never occurring in the Gospels: but it occ. at 
Acts xx. 18, and its equiv. in Matt. vi. 1, xiii. 5, 
and accordingly the expression in question 
might have been used by Mk. However, these 
ve of philology are at the best matters of 
oubtful disputation, and can never settle any 
question of this kind. Hence the unsuccessful 
attempts to disprove, or even prove, on (his 
und, the Pauline origin of the Epistle to the 
ebr., as also in like manner the authenticity 
of the 84th chap. of Thucyd. lib. iii., and in- 
deed of the whole 8th book of the same his- 
torian. I cannot conclude without adverting to 
a fact wh, has an important bearing on the ques- 
tion of external testimony, esp. as it affects the 
argument on wh. those who encounter the au- 
thenticity of this portion almost entirely rest, 
and to wh. they so triumphantly appeal, 
namely, the Cod. B; ftom the recent publi- 
cation of which we learn, on the attestation of 
Cardinal Mai, that although it bas not the por- 
tion in question, yet there was left at the time 
of its formation a blank page on wh. it might 
have been written. He adds: ‘* Res est notis- 
sima, et aliis quoque nonnullis codicibus ob- 
servatur,” namely, the existence of a blank 
space instead of a , and wh. it would 
have exactly fitted—nay, wh. it was intended to 
fit—though the intention was, as in this case, 
not carried into action. This I can fully con- 
firm, being enabled to attest the existence elsewh. 
of such blank spaces left, but hardly ever filled 
up: and my impression has always been that 
the cause of such was from the archetype being 
either deficient in the portion, or that having 
first had it, it had, from some cause or other, 
become illegible. What was the actual cause 
of the omission in the present case is, of course, 
a matter of mere conjecture; but it seems not 
improb. that in the archetype of B—this portion 
occupying the first page of the last leuf of the 
Gospel—the leaf accidentally got loose and was 
lost, which is a circumstance not unfrequent in 
ancient and much-worn copies. Accordingly, it 
is very possible that the archetype of B hud the 
rtion. Thus the external testimony of B must 
held in doubt. As to the authority of the 
Ital. k, so confidently alleged for the absence 
of the portion, the copy contains only fragments 
of the Gospels, and hence affords no certain 
evidence as to the question at issue. 
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I. 5. The tov before Baord. is cancd by Tis. 
3, fr. BLR alone—a deficiency which he thinks 
made up by internal evidence agnst rov, wh. he 
supposes was brought in fr. |{ Matt. ii. 1, but that 
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is exceedingly improbable, esp. since the passage 
is not parallel. As to Acts vii. 10, Oapaw 
Baoit. Aly., wh. he adduces in confirmation, 
the absence of the art. r7* at Aly. accounts for 
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its absence before, while here the presence of 
the art. r7¢ at ‘loud. requires the rou at BaciA. 
As to the use of the art. before Bac. in the Sept., 
to wh. Tis. refers, adducing exx. where it is in- 
serted, and others where omitted, there is doubt- 
less considerable fluctuation, though internal 
evidence is rather in favour of the absence of 
the art. The same may be said of the class. 
writers, esp. the earlier ones. The matter, how- 
ever, is one of doubtful disputation, and, more- 
over, has no bearing on any case where, as here, 
internal evidence is 80 entirely against the ab- 
sence of rou; for to suppose it introduced into 
all copies exc. 3 in adaptation to Matt. ii. 1, is 
incredible. Besides, in BL, the closest of con- 

ners, t licence is observable as-to the art., 
though their wont is (as every where consulting 
brevity) to dispense with the art. where strict 
propriety would require its use; which is the 
very case here. 

8 respects the words just after, ) yur alrou, 

I am, on further consideration, induced to adopt 
the reading yuri) abr, scil. jv, since the de 
ficiency of external testimony is compensated by 
internal evidence in its favour, inasmuch as the 
t. rec. is not so much “a correcn for perspicuity ” 
(as Al. says), as an altern of a somewhat recon- 
dite construcn—though one suitable to Luke’s 
diction—to one more ble to ordinary use. 

6. For évwmcov, Tis. 2 & Al. read évavriov, 
fr. BCX 73, 239 [add Lam. 1193], & Cyr. 2: - 
and Al. pronounces éyw. “an exegl correcn ;” 
but Tis. 3 restores dyvwa., rightly, since Luke 
was more likely to have employed éyw tov, wh. 
is in far more frequent, esp. Hellenistic, use 
than éivavriov. See note on Acts viii. 2] and 
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7. Wun 'EX., for 7 EAcY. qv, is ed. by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BDLXA_ 33, 69, 239, 258, 44 Ev., 53 
Ev., It., Vig. [add Lam. 1177, 79, 89]: but, be- 
sides the slenderness of external evidence—and 
that confined to one class—internal evidence is 
unfavourable, since the omission of the 7 points 
at the character of the reading as being a mere 
crit] altern, for corrn of style, by changing 4 
into nv, wh. is thus brought into a neater position. 

10. 1 have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., now ed. iy 
vou daoi, fr. all the uncials exc. 4 &, Tis. says, 
70 curss., to wh. I add all the Lam. MSS. exc. 
1177, Ser. h, k, p, q, r, 8, V, x. y, Zz, H, P, & all 
the Mus. copies exc. 5540 & 5468, confirmed by 
internal evidence, since t. rec. seems a mere cor- 
recn of arrangement by wh. the genit. wX. is not 
separated from the subst. of which itis governed— 
a haw indeed in composn, but into which, in the 
case of yy, some of the purest Greek writers, 
esp. Thucyd., did occasionally fall. 

15. rou is abs. fr. ACLI' &, Tis. says, above 
70 curss., to wh. I add most of the Lam. & Scr., 
and some of the best of the Mus. copies. It 
was cancd by Matth. & (ir., retained by Ln., 
Tis. 2, & Al., but caned by Tis. 3, who goes far 
to jut hie waAcvodia in an instructive note. 

35. e 6 before xvpros is cancd by Tis. 3, fr. 
only 4 copies, the closest of congeners (CDL 38), 
and against internal evidence, since in so very 
few copies, in wh. brevity is constantly con- 
sulted, it was more likely to be removed by , 
critics than tnserted by revisers; and though the 
art. is in Luke’s diction more freqy omitted 
than expressed (which the critics here were 
aware of), external evidence so strong as that 
derived fr. all the MSS. but 4 is irresistible. 
The same principle applies to Tischendorf’s re- 
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moval, just after, of the ro before dvei:doe, on 
the very same slender authority. 

26. For uw, Tis. 2 & 3 reads awd, fr. BLW 
1, 69, 131, 2 bi [add Matth. x], & Cyr. 
Hier.; which Al. rejects, pronouncing it “a 
mere corrn to dwecrdAn.” It may be such, 
and if so, the corrn was suggested by Acts x. 17 
& 21, as in the t. rec. and the great body of the 
MSS. (the same constructn, too, occurs in the 
Sept. at Isa. xvi. 8 in some copies: adweorad- 
mévor ade’ abrie) : but, as I have there pointed 
out, there is some reason to think that bro is 
the true reading, and if so, it would discoun- 
tenance awd here. If it could be proved that 
Luke did elsewh. use awd after a verb in pass., 
where the pure Greek writers would have used 
vad, one might be inclined to adopt awe here ; 
but as that cannot be established on sure proof, 
the Uwd must not be disturbed. 

For Nafapir, I would now, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., read Nafapi0, fr. CEGHMUVIA and 
very many ancient curss., to wh. add Lam. 1189, 
93, Scr. h, x, H, and some Mus. copies of ancient 
text, for reasons wh. see in note. 

27. For peuvnor. here & ii. 5, Ln., Tis.. & 
Al. read éuy. here, fr. ABL, there fr. AB#C! 
D'!L; but on precarious grounds, since it seems 
a mere arbitrary corrn of critics to a form found 
alone in the Sept. at Deut. xxii. 23, in MS. A; 
though at vv. 25, 27, 28, that MS. has pepo. 
together with all the other copies. I am not 
aware that éuynor. occurs any where else; and 
Meuynor. very seldom; the only other exx. 
known to me being Lucian, as in § 26 and 
some passages of the Pandects : but it is here & 
infr. ii. 5, especy attested by Euthym., and must 
have been read by Orig., who so quotes twice. 

28. Internal evidence is so much against the 
last clause of the verse, evAoy. ob éy yuv., that 
although external testimony for its absence is 
was ender, I wd now bracket it. 

must not omit to remark that o ayyeAor is 
wrongly cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. only BL 1, 
131, a little cluster of copies wh. go continually 
together, and therefore affording less satisfactory 
evidence, esp. since internal evidence is not 
favourable, inasmuch as the words were far less 
likely to be inserted as a gloss (which Al. sup- 
poses)—though, in fact, they are not a gloss— 
than to have been remuved by critics as super- 
fluous and tautological. The transposn of the 
words in some copies does not prove, as Al. pro- 
nounces, their want of genuineness, but rather 
the reverse, as pointing at the oause of the omis- 
sion at least in two of them (1 & 131), namely, 
variation of position, which almost always pro- 
duces more or less of omission. 

29. I wd now bracket léovea, cancd by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BDLX 1, 131, 152, 184, 2 pet, be- 
cause internal evidence is rather unfavourable to 
it. However, the text had, I suspect, got at an 
early period into confusion by idovca being 
either first accidentally lost, and then by inad- 
vertency of scribes restored, though at the wrong 

lace, or purposely removed by critics who stum- 

led at the word; which accordingly some ez- 
punged, while others—as we find fr. some Ital. 
copies and the Protev. xi. 2—altered it to dxou- 
caca, as if required by tw Ady. 

34. mor is added after Zora: in B9C7FYMX 
1, 28, 33, 69, and, Tis. says, 60 other curss. [add 
Lam. 1179, 1187, 87, 88, 92, Scr. q, r, 8%, v, x, 
y, z, H] ; and Matt. receives.it into his text, re- 
marking: ‘ Addendi wer nulla causa erat, omit- 
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tendi aliqua: nec enim dici solet wae Zorat 
por sed wO0ey Ecrac por.” This might be very 
true if wo@e» would afford a suitable sense, as 
it does tnfr. v. 42 & Matt. xili. 54, 56, Mk. vi. 
2. But that ie not the case here, the question 
being not as to the whence, nor from what 
medium, through whose power; but the how, 
the manner in which so astounding a thing 
should be brought about. 

36. For ouyysvis, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ovy- 

evis, fr. AC7-DEGHLA and many curss. [add 

m. 1177—92, Scr. i, Mus. 5559, 11836 & 8, 
16945], but Tis. 3 restores -ijs, making no re- 
mark ; but whatever he might think, his second 
thoughts were not wiser, inasmuch as internal 
evidence is quite in favour of -vis, as being, 
from the rarity of the word, likely to pass into 
the usual cuyysevijs. It was not, as Tis. may 
think, unlikely. to have been used by Luke, 
since, although it never occurs in the ancient 
and pure Greek writers, yet it is found in writers 
neacly of the same age as that of Luke, and 
whose Grecism does not materially differ, as 
Synes., Porph., Plut., & Charito, and, I think, 
Josephus. 

37° I should be inclined to receive, with Tis. 
& Al., wapa tov Oeov, though on such slender 
authority as BDL & 2 pet., since internal evi- 
dence might seem in its favour, from its being 
the more dificult reading, which would easily 
ag into the easier 7. Tw Yew; but that canon 

as ite exceptions, namely, where the difficult 
reading is anomalous, not to say a barbarism, 
also unprecedented elsewhere; which is exactly 
the case here, besides being quite contrary to the 
manner of the wrifer: hence I must continue to 
reject it. There may bea difficulty in accounting 
for its origin, but it is prob. an error of scribes, 
who very oft confound o & o0; of which nume- 
rous exx. are adduced by Schaefer in Greg. Cor. 
de Dialect.: and others may be seen in Steph. 
Thes. ed. Valp., vol. i. 636. The t. rec. is con- 
firmed by a similar expression at Matt. xix. 26 
—as said of what is in the power of an a 
wapa dt bew wavra duvata—which Luke was 
likely to use, but which is so rare as not to be 
likely to occur to a crit. reviser. 

42. For wy, Tis. & Al. read xpavyz, fr. 
BL, 2 pet., & Orig. 3—very slender authority, 
and not compensated by internal evidence, wh. 
is adverse, it being prob. a mere crit. correcn 
suggested by several cindred passages in N. T. 
(so Rev. xiv. 18), as is dveBonoe pwvy in nearly 
40 MSS, [add Lam. 1178, Scr. y]—a reading 
doubtless framed for the purpose of avoiding a 
so-thought tautology, though being by no means 
such, for the sense is: ‘‘ He shouted out, with a 
loud exclamation,” a phrase formed on several 

of Sept., as Gen. xxvii. 34, as it stands 
in the Hebrew and all the verss. exc. the Sept., 
where, for dveqwynoe, all the copies have dv- 
eBonosy, exc. afew which have dvef. pwvy uty.; 
and the passage seems to have been in the mind 
of Luke. 

44, On the position of the words of the last 
clause of this veree the MSS. much vary, and 
hence the editors differ in their decisions. Ln., 
Tis. 2, & Al. edit, as in t. rec., éy &yaXX. Td 
Bp., fr. BC'DFL & al., It., & Vig. : but Matth., 
Gr., Sch., & Tis. 3 read 1d Bp. iv dyaAd., fr. 
all the uncials exc. BCDFL &, Tis. says, 120 
curss., to wh. I can add nearly all the Lam. & 
Ser., & several Mus. copies, and the edd. Compl. 
& Colin. Internal evidence may be urged for 
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each, since Bpidos may, as Al. thinks, have 

een removed rds, 80 as to be next to its 
verb (as at v. 41): but it is far more probable 
that it was removed forwards, in order to pre- 
vent the concurrence of the two similar adjuncts 
éy ayaAX. & bv +. cod. This opinion, wh. I 
have long formed, I now find ratified by the suf- 
frage of Tis. 3. 

47. HyadXiace] Bretsch. & Robins. contend 
that since no act. form of this verb is eleewh. 
known, we should here read #ya\XArdoeras, wh. 
they confirm fr. another use of the depon. mid. 
form in the fut. ind. at Ps. xiii. 5, 6, dyeAXra- 
coyra: and éyaAXracerat. So also xx. 1, xxx. 
8, ayaAXrdoouat Kai ebg@pavOyjcouar. How- 
ever, the act. is not elsewh. unknown, bein 
found, besides in Rev. xix. 7, also in Ps. xlvii. 
12, in Symm. & Theod., and Prov. xx. 17. Yet 
it was provincial & Syrian Greek, and hence 
came to be used by Luke. 

50. I am now disposed to adopt, with Tis. & 
Al., els yeveas xai yeveas, fr. BC1L & 9 curas. 
[add Mus, 5468], confirmed by the Pesch. Syr. 
and the most ancient copies of the Vlg., and 
also by internal evidence, as being less likely to 
be altered than either the ordinary reading or 
ale yevady Kai yavedy, found in 7 uncials & 70 
curss., exclus. of about 12 Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies, and ed. by Matth., but wrongly, since 
the rarer plur. form, adopted by Lk. fr. the 
usage of Syrian Greek (though formed on the 
els yev. xat yeu. of the Sept.), was less likely to 
be an altered reading. 

59. ry au. TH dyé., ed. by Lnu., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BCDL & 8 curss. [add Mus. 5540, 11838, 
15581, 17982, et al.], has internal evidence in 
its favour, the t. rec. being, as Tis. goes far to 
show, a mere crit. correcn, as at xviii. 33 and 
elsewh. 

61. I would now edit é« ris cvyyeveias, fr, 
ABCLAA & 11 curss., exclus. of Scr. w & Mus. 
5540, 5468, & Cov. 1 (om. by Mill), Cop., Ver., 
& Chron. Pasch.: and internal evidence is in 
its favour, since it is less likely to have come fr. 
the Alexn critics, than to have been genuine: 
and derived fr. ix Tis cuyyeveias, oceg in this 
sense in the Sept. at Ruth ii. 3 & Job xxxii. 2. 
The other reading seems to have arisen fr. the 
scholiasts. 

62. Tis. 3 has restored t. rec. a’rov on the 
very same grounds that I have defended its 
genuineness. 

66. Tis. 3 has now restored the yap, wh. 
could not, he says, be lost fr. the xsip following, 
as Al. avers. 

67. I would now read égpodyjr., fr. AB? (as 
elsewh. invariably) CL 1, 33, Scr. P, Mus. 5540, 
and prob. the originals of W, c, & Mus. 16183, 
and perhaps of 1241, where émpoed. is also a 
mere error of the scribe jumbling together both 


readings. 

69. The tw before oixw, cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCDLM & 9 curss. [add Ser. 1], was 
more likely to be removed by critics as unneces- 
pond ita being no art. before Aavié), than é- 
serted in all the copies but 15 for no spe at 
reason. As to Tis. & Alford’s cancelling rou 


_ before wa:dés, fr. only BDL, 2 pet., it was more 


likely to be removed for the purpose of suiting 
the absence of r@ at ofxw than inserted. 

70. I am still of the same opinion as to the 
genuineness of ray after aylwy. The critics, it 
seems, thought there was no need of both the 
articles : accordingly some, as in BLA, removed 
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the 2nd réy; others, the Ist, as in the Leic, 
MSS. teste Jacks. See more at | in my 
note, where J have fully discussed a somewhat 
nice point connected with dyiwy. 

74, The rév before éyOpwy is cancd by L., 
T., & A, fr. BDL 1, 13, $3) 69, Orig. But the 
omission prob. arose from the same cause as 
that of the rw before olxw supra v. 69, where 
see note. The nua just after, canc. by T. & 
A., fr. BLW, c, 1, 13, 33, 69, 2 pet., was prob. 
removed by critics as superfluous. 

76. I am now inclined to adopt, with Tis. & 
Al., «ai od 8, fr. BCDLR 33, 72 mg., esp. 
since internal evidence is in its favour, it bein 
more likely that the dé should have been omit 
as useless, than «ai d2 have arisen fr. “‘a blending 
of 2 readings.” Tis. attests, what I can confirm, 
that wherever xai—dé occurs, it has suffered fr. 
scribes or revisers. 


II, 5. For ab (pie Ln. edits ao- 

pagdecGut, fr. AD & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1177, 
¥, 87]: but it prob. came fr. v. 3, where, how- 
ever, droypaweo0a: is regarded as in the 
to be enrolled; though here the context rather 
ar oe the sense of mid. recipr. to enrol him- 

lf, wh. requires dwoypaWac@at. Tuvatxi just 
after is pane by Ln, te & Al., fr. BDL 1, 
131, 2 pet.—authority very insufficient, and not 
compensated by internal evidence, wh. is adverse, 
since, as remarks Tis. 3 (who restores it), “it 
is obvious why the scribes should have omitted, 
not also why they should have added it.” 

7. I still retain rH before @arvy, which is 
restored in Tis. 3, who remarks: ‘“ Multo 
facilius omittebatur quam addebatur, ut nec v. 
12, ubi etiam magis addendum videri poterat, 
multt addiderunt.”” However, the force of the 
art. in the former verse (which I have pointed 
out, after Mr. Green) has evidently not been 
seen by the learned professor, who wd otherwise 
have modified his language. 

14, The authority for evdoxias, ed. by Ln. & 
Tis, 3, AD, It. & Vig., Cyr., Jer., & Orig. 2, is 
next to nought; and internal evidence is quite 
unfavourable, since it is evident that the reading 
arose, not indeed fr. correcn of critics, but by 
error of scribes, originating in their ignorance of 
the constrn, wh., as I have shown at large, is a 
structura per parallelismum of a peculiar kind, 
but which would, as Al. remarks, be quite 
destroyed by adopting the penne svdoxiag, 
which that so good a scholar as Tis. should 
finally adopt is marvellous. One might expect 
that so able and experienced a erttic would have 
seen at a glance that the error arose from the 
scribe of some ancient archetype confounding, 
as scribes oft do, the terminations ta & cae 
written by abbrevn, as they are even in uncials 
at the end ofa line. See note en/r. v. 40. 

16. For dvevpov, Tis. 3 edits dvetpay, fr. 
BL. But I suspect that it arose fr. crit. altern, 
being meant to match with the 7A@apy just 
before occurring in these MSS. alone (and also 
ed. by Tis. 3): besides, the genuineness of the 
form is doubtful : though apport its existence, 
the MSS. BL would be the likeliest to preserve 


it here, and L. Dindorf on St. Thes. in v. 2419, . 


OC, remarks that Boissonade in his Notices, vol. 
x. p. 62, adduces an example of etjpay, but 
whether genuine there is uncertain. 

24. Why Ln. & Tis. 2 should have edited ra 
vouw, fr. BDL & 2 curss., I cannot imagine, 
since internal evidence is as unfavourable as ex- 
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ternal is insufficient. It was doubtless added (as 
at v. 23 in D & F) by critics who thought the 
art. necessary, as prob. Tis. now sees, who has 
in ed. 3 restored t. rec. vsooa. 

I would now edit, with Ln., Tis., & Al, 
voog., fr. BEFGHSVA and, Tis. says, ]2 cur- 
sives [add Lam. 1192, Scr. k, & De Missy I, 
om. by Wets.], confirmed by Levit. xii. 8, in 
Sept. AB, & oft elsewh. in Sept. 

5. For dy:ov iv, I would now read jv &y., 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABEGHKLMRSV 
XI‘A and many curss., besides nearly all the 
Evang. & Scr., and a few of the best Mus. 
copies, esp. 5540, 17982, & De Missy ] (No. 44), 
om. by Wets., espy since internal evidence con- 
firms strong external in its favour. 

28. avrov after dyxdXas is cancd by Tis., fr. 
BL 72, 229, 2 pet. [add Scr. w, Ital. a, b, 1, 
Orig., Didym., Cyr. Jerus.]. But it seems a 
mere correcn of ancient critics, who continually 
remove such pronouns, of Hellenistic phraseology, 
which in the class. writers are almost always left 


sas age 

. For xai Hv aot? xal 4 atr., Ln., Tis., 
& Al. read, fr. BDL! 131, 157, Vig. & other 
verss., Orig., & Cyr., xal nv o war. Kai unr. 
But I still reject it as prob. a mere crit. corm 
of the same character as that at v. 43, where see 
note. 

36. For iryn pera ave. exra, Ln. & Tis. 2 
read peta avd. itn inva, fr. BOLXA & 6 
curss. [add Scr. P]: while in ADK & 7 curss. 
is read érn éwrd pera avé., both readings evi- 
dently mere corrns of the composn, as Tis. now 
gees, who has restored the t. rec. 

37. For atin, Tis. & Al. read avr, fr. 
EHKMUA and a few. curss. [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 76, 78, 87, 88, and a few Mus. copies, also 
Scr. h, i, m, p, q, 8, v, Zz, H]: but internal evi- 
dence is not favourable, since it was probably 
altered to prevent the too frequent recurrence of 
airn within 3 verses. The removal of airy at 
next verse by Tis. 2 & Al., fr. 7 uncials and 8 
curss., besides 5 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, is to 
be ascribed to the same cause: though the word 
is now restored by Tis. 3, who accounts for the 
omission on the same grounds that I had done. 

The azd before rov lepov is now restored 
by Tis. 3 (who had before, with Al., cancd it fr. 
BDL), rightly, since internal evidence confirms 
vastly superior external in its favour, inasmuch 
as the Alexn critics oft remove a preposn after a 
verb having it in composn, or, in the case of 
awd, change it to its equiv. é&. See Matt. xiii. 
1, & esp. Lu. x. 42, where Ln. adopts it. 

38. Tis. 3 restores rw xvpiw ,and accounts for 
the substitution of Jem (too readily adopted by 
him, with Al.) on the principle that I have sup- 
posed, as a crit. corrn “for better explanation” 
to prevent mistake, and presenting what they 
thought a more dignified expression,—not bear- 
ing in mind the constant occurrence of 6 Kdpror 
in the O. T. and oft in N. T. to denote 
JEHOVAH, and here one highly stable, as 
coming from a saint of the old dispensation. 
There are not a few passages in which the same 
school of critics, from whom proceeded this re- 
moval, made the same alteration,—of which I 
have noted upwards of 15 exx. 

. For airway, L., T., & A. read gauréop, fr. 
very strong authority both of uncials and curss., 
exclus. of Lam. 1177, 78, 79, 88, 92, Scr. h, k, 
1, m, n, 0, a. r, w, H, Mus. 1810, 5540, 11838, 
15581, 18211. . But when adopting that reading 
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they should have retained the Ti» before wéAt, 
which would thus be requisite, though easil 
passed over by scribes, since woA. 18 80 0: 
anarthrous. 

40. I cannot yet consent to exclude wredmari 
on the slender authority of BL 33, 157, 44, on 
the mere surmise of its being interpolated fr. 

i. 80. The word is very important as in- 
timating the origin of the wisdom just after 
spoken of—namely, as proceeding from mental 
instrengthening by the Spirit of God. See 
Chrys., Euthym., and the Catenists. 

For cogplas, Tis. & Al. read codia, fr. BL 
33, 157, 44 Ev., Scr. P. But the anthority is in- 
sufficient, and internal evidence, however it may 
seem in favour of the latter, is really adverse, from 
this being the less usual expression, though on 
that very account, Al. thinks, altered to cogias. 
Yet it would seem very unlikely that such should 
have taken place, so as to: get into all the MSS. 
exc. a little cluster of copies almost inseparable : 
besides that internal evidence has bear- 
ing also adverse to copia, viz., on the score that 
Luke was not likely to use the dative constrn 
from his elsewh. invariably employing the genié. 
(see Acts ii. 28, v. 28, xiii. 52), which latter is 
almost ni found in Sept. ; and alike impro- 
bable is it that if he had used it, it should have 
been altered in all the copies but 5, espy since 
in both constrns fluctuation of reading is, as Tis. 
testifies, rare; insomuch that, now taking the 
same view of the matter that I have done, he 
has restored cocias. 

42. For avaBavrwy, T. & A. read dvaBat- 
vorrwy, fr. ABKLX 33, 72, 114, 20 Ev., 2 ie 
[add L. 1177, Scr. w, M. 5468, 5540, 16183], 
& the It. & Vig.: and Al. terms dvaBdvrey 
‘“‘a corrn to sense and to reAziwe below: but, 
considering the slenderness of authority, it is 
hardly entitled to be received into the text, 
though it may be the genuine reading, as will 
appear from note on Matt. xvii. 27. 

e words els ‘Iepoo. are cancd by T. & A., 
fr. BDL 125, 219, 248, Cop., Sah., Syr., & Pers. 
verss.; but internal evidence does not compen- 
sate for deficiency of external, the words being 
more likely to have been expunged by critics in 
order to remove a tantology, than inserted, so 
unnecessarily, in all the copies exc. six. 

43. For iyve "Iwo. xal m rr., Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read éyyweay ol yoveis, fr. BD 1, 13, 33, 
118, 181, 157, 209, It. & Vig. veres.; and Al. 
pronounces t. rec. “an alteration to avvuid repe- 
tition from supra v. 41.” But such alterations 
very rarely occur in the great body of the MSS, : 
and this was very unlikely to come into nearly 
all the copies: whereas the reading fyywoay oi 
yoveis was more prob. a crit. corrn for brevity 
and compactness, and in order to match ‘Ino. 6 
wait just before. 

44. The change in position elva: iv 77 cuv., 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCL 1, 33, 
124, 209, their close congeners, with It. & VI - 
eame prob. from crit. revisers, suggested by the 
Lat. veres. That two other modes of collocation 
occur in the more ancient copies, shows the true 
character of this. 

For evyyeviow, ovyyevetory is found in 
LXAA & 8 curss., exclus. of Lam. 1177, 79, 89, 
92, Ser. i, y, P, Mus. 5559, 16183, and is now 
adopted by Tis. So also at Mk. vi. 4, where it 
is more Btrongly attested. See note there. 
The é» beford +. yy. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
AL, fr. ABC!RLMS & 25 curss. [add Lam. 
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1177, 88, Scr. h, 4, r, w, & Cod. Burl., om. by 
Wets.}. But external authority is insufficient, 
and internal evidence, on several grounds, not 
favourable. 

45, avrdy is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BCDL 
1, 13, 118, 124, 1381, & Vulg. verss. But inter- 
nal evidence, as well as the strongest external, is 
in favour of the word, which was far more likely 
to have been removed as thought superfiuous, 
than to have been “inserted by gloss” (as Al.) 
in all the copies but 9 & the Syr. vers. 

For {nr., L., T., & A. read dvalnr., fr. 
BCDL & 10 curss., It., & Vig., and Al. terms 
the t. rec. ‘a correction, as also at v. 44, for 
avoidance of repetition.” But é%#rovy there 
‘was not a correction, but an error of scribes, who 
often pass over preposs.in compn. Here dva{nr. 
is rather a corrn of critics, who thought it re- 
quired to match with vet at v. 44; though 
quite unnecessarily, since here the only sense 
needed is “ being in search of him.” 

48. The position eiw. wp. avrov, adopted by 
In., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. BCDLX & 4 cures., was 
more likely to have been introduced from the 
Lat. copies, than that the other position should 
have been altered, so unnecessarily, in all the 
copies exc. 8or 9, Tis. seems now aware of this, 
since he has restored the usual order. 


ITI. 2. I still retain él dpycepécoy, fr. all the 
unciale and very many curss., excl. of all the 
Lam. & Scr., and several ancient Mus. copies, 
confirmed by internal evidence, whence it will 
appear that apycepéws was a false correcn, occa- 
sioned by inattention to the circumstance that 
Annas is conjoined with Caiaphas, the actual 
high priest, as having been sig Aon high 

riest, and now the vice high priest. more at 
ange in my note. : 

. [am now inclined to bracket the riy, since, 
though external evidence for its absence is ve 
slender, ABL and a very few curss., and Orig. 3, 
yet internal is rather against its presence, as 

ing more likely to have been txserted, from 
being called for by strict propriety of language, 
though not unfreqy relaxed, than to have been 
expunged.as thought superfluous. Tis. compares 
the similar furm of expression tn/r. iv. 37, 
wdvta Téwov THs Weptxwoou, and he remarks 
that eleewh., in a very similar expression, the. 
art. does not fluctuate. See iv. 14, vii. 17, 
Matt. iii. 5, and i. 28. 

4. Aéyovros, wh. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BCLA 1, 118, 124, Ital., Vig., Cop., 
Arm., Orig., Euseb., may have been introduced 
fr. || Matt. by the revisers ; but from the slen- 
derness of authority, it is more likely to have 
been removed in those 7 copies, because thought 
gi and not in || Mk. 

. For evOetay, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ei@siac, 
fr. BD 73, 253, Ev. 32, It., Vig., & Orig. 2, re- 

rding t. rec. as a correcn to t. But, in eo 
ew copies, evQetay was more likely to have 
been altered to evfeias, in order to suit the 
su uent plurals, than ei8eias to have been: 
altered to the sing. in all the copies but 5, in 
order to suit the Sept., from wh. this age 
was permitted to disagree in several other re- 
spects, on which discrepancies see my note. 

* 10. On further consideration of the disputed 
point of reading here, I am induced to adopt, 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., woijowpey, fr. ABCDE 
HLMVXIA and many curss., to wh. I can add 
all the Lam. exc. 3, Scr. i, k, 1, q, r, 8, w, x, y, 
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z, P, Mus. 5468, 5540, 5559, 5731, 5777, 16183 
& 4, 18211, & Cov. 1 manu. This is, 
moreover, favoured by internal evidence. See 
note on the similar passage (with the same fluc- 
tuation of reading and variation of opinion 
among editors) at Joh. vi. 5, where I have 
treated on the idiom, the force of wh. may best be 
expressed, if the readg be adopted, by rendering, 
with —o@mev, ““what must we do ?” but if 
—conev, “what are we to do?” a somewhat 
stronger expression than ‘‘ shall wedo?” How- 
ever, the difference between the two senses is so 
slight, that they are sometimes combined by the 
purest Gr. writers. Thus in Eurip. Ion 758, 
we have elrrwpev hf ovyaomev (‘must we speak 
or must we be silent?”’) 9 Ti dpdoomev; “ what 
are we todo?” Thus, just before we have ri 
épwuev; As respects the reading at 12 & 14, 
where Tis. & Al. also adopt —owey, the au- 
thority in the former passage is nearly as great, 
and the subj may be admitted: but in the 
latter case it somewhat differs, the authority for 
—oonev being too considerable to warrant its 
being altered to —owuav, as the critl revisers 
would be almost sure to do; and hence internal 
evidence being quite in its favour, I would, with 
Ln., retain it in the text. Variation of form 
might, in the thtrd place, be expected, and it is 
fully justified by the same idiom occurring in 
the above passage of Eurip. 

ll. For Agyer, Ln. & Tis. 2 read gAeyen, 
fr. BCLX & nf curss., in the closest connexion 
with L & C. But internal evidence, as well as 
external, is decidedly against the change, it 
being manifestly a mere crit] correcn to the 
foregoing imperf. tenses, as Tis. 3 now sees, who 
has restored Agya:. The same altern to remove 
the Hellenistic idiom oft occurs elsewh. in the 
same family of MSS. 

14. The words xai musts are placed between 
tiand woo, by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCIL & 1, 
69, 124 [add Lam. 1193], with the It., Vlg¢., 
Syr., & Arab. verss. Al. pronounces that the 
Kai muets were first ‘“‘ omitted, as in D, and 
' then variously restored.” But this is taking too 
. much for granted to be Pane adopted. The 

critics, it seems, stumbled at the ordinary posi- 
tion of the words, and hence removed them to 
another; in which, indeed, they may seem to 
have an emphasis, but it is such as were here 
out of place. As to force and spirit, which 
somie critics desiderate, there is really more in 
the ordinary position, if only drawn forth by 
proper rendering, thus: ‘ And we, what are we 
to do P’* The critics failed to perceive the force 
of the xai before interrog. with vis (on which 
seo my note on Joh. xiv. 22), and hence re- 
moved it to another place. The same case 
occurs in the above passage of John,—where 
the simply expunged it,—also at Joh. ix. 36. 
or wpoe avtods, L., T., & A. edit, fr. 
BCDL & 1, 33, It., Vig., avrots; and Al. re- 
rds the t. rec. as derived fr. wpoe abrods supr. 
v. 13. But that such a needless change should 
have been made, and have got into all the MSS. 
exc. 6, is incredible: whereas, that avrois 
should have been introduced into those 6 by 
crit. correcn, to remove a needless repetition, 
aud: impart variety of expression, is highly pro- 
bable. 
19. I have double-bracketed ®:Aiwawov, wh. 
is cancd by all the recent editors, on the 
strongest authority ; which I can confirm fr. all 
the Lam. MSS. exeept 1179, Scr.-h, i, k, 1, m, 
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D, p, q, Fr, 8, V,z [not o, w, H], Mus. 1810, 5559, 
5777, 15581, 14771, 16183 & 4, 17470, 18211? 
confirmed by internal evidence. 

20. +9 before mud. is cancd by L. & T. 2, fr. 
BDKLMA & 12 others [add Scr. i, v, w, H, 
M. 5540, 11836]: but internal evidence is quite 
in its favour, since it could hardly have been 
inserted all but universally,—but mig t in a com- 
pary few copies of the corrected class have been re- 
moved as superfluous, from the force of the art. 
not being perceived, and as not found in || Matt. 
& Lk. Tis. 3 prob. sees the matter in this light, 
and ier te has restored the word (see note 
infr. xxiii. 25). 

22. For woei, L., T. 2, & A. read ws, fr. BDL 
33—authority utterly insufficient, esp. since the 
words are, for reasons well known to collators, 
perperaany confounded. ‘See more in note on 

oh. i, 32. Tis. 3 has now restored waozi. 

After yevéo@ar, Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel Aé- 
ces fr. BDL, It. a, b, c, e, g, Vig., Cop. 

ut external evidence is insufficient, and inter- 
nal equally balanced, since it may have been tn- 
serted fr. || Matt., but it may have been erpunged 
in three copies only, particularly since in those 
copies,—2 of them, at least, so extensively tam- 
pered with,—it was more likely to have been 
removed as superfluous, and not found in || Mk. 

23. I am now inclined to read, with T. & A., 
apxduevos woel it. rp., fr. BLX 1, 33, 118, 
131, 209 [excl. of L. 1177; 79]. Before lwo. 
Iam disposed to prefix, with T. & A., rou, fr. 
BHU 1, 33, 118, 209 (excl. of Lam. 1177), 
Euseb., Athan., Epiph., & Cyr. But the thing 
is not quite certain, since the art. may have 
been bruught in to match the row at all the 
several names following. 

26. I would still retain Seeet, fr. all the 
uncials exc. 2, and very many curss., excl. of 
Lam. 1175, 77, Scr. m, p, q, y, also i, v (thongh 
without Xeeu. by error of scribe), Mus. 5559, 
5731, 19836, 16183 & 4, 14774, 16943, 17982. 
As to Zeueziv, edd by Tis. 3, fr. BL, it is a 
mere error of scribe, like ’EoAcin just before. 
The —ec is confirmed by the Hebr. 

For 'lwoijd, I would now read "Iwony, fr. 
BLP 1, 33, 131, 209, 346, & 6 others [add Vas 
5283, Scr. h, z, H, & Burl.], and several It. 
copies, the most ancient copy of the Vlg., the 
Cop. & Arm. verss. For 'luvéa, I would now 
edit, with Tis. & Al., Iwéd, fr. BLXT & 16 
curss., with the Burl. MS., omd by Wets. 

27. I would read, with Tis. 3, Nypei, fr. 
ABEGHLMSIAA and many curss., besides 
Lam. 1177, 92, Scr. i, p, y, Mus. 5731, 5777, 
16943, Cov. 1, and De Missy 1, om. by Wets. ; 
also MeAxel and ’Adédei, fr. the most ancient 
uncials and curss., confirmed by a few Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies of very ancient text. 

31. Tis. 3 reads Mevva, fr. BLX 33 al. But 
true spelling seems to be Maiva, found in 


r. y. 

32. I would now read ’Iw6né, fr. ABFLM 
UTA &, Tis. says, above J7 curss., excl. of 
several Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies; also at v. 35 
2a povd>, on the strongest authority, 


IV. 1. I am,. on further consideration, in- 
dnced to adopt the position wArp. wy. dy., fr. 
BDEFKL & 40 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1175, 
78, 88, Scr. 1, m, n, w, z, Mus. 1830, 5540, 
4777, 16184, and Burl. MS., om. by Wets.], It., 
Vig., Syr., Cop., & Arm. verss.: and internal 
evidence is id ils favour, since it is less likely 
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to have been brought in, as Matth. supposes 
fr. the Evaneliarias than the other to have been 
a corm of position by the revisers, esp. since 
Lk. was more likely to have put wAnp. before 
the gen., according to his invariable custom 
elsewh., Acta vi. 3, 5, 8, vii. 55, ix. 36, xi. 24, 
xiii. 10, xix. 28, sine v. L. 

I am still disinclined to adopt, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. only BDL, It. a, b, g, i,q, Vig., Harl., 
& 3 other copies of Vig. [add the Lam., with 
Eth. & Sah. verss.], éy ry éonuw, external evi- 
dence being insufficient, and internal not in its 
favour, it being far less probable that eis rH 
épnyov was “a correcn to sense,” as Al. sup- 

8, in all the copies but 3, than that in those 

it was an alteration derived fr., or suggested 

by It. & Vig. copies, and introduced into those 
Greek copies, the closest of congeners. 

2. I would now bracket Gorepov, wh. prob. 
came fr. || Matt., and was likely to get into so 
many copies from its being thought too neces- 
ae’ to be left implied. 

L., T., & A. read elm. d& adres 6 diaf., fr. 
BDL 1, 33, 67, 130, with It., Vig., Cop., & Sah. 
verss. But that so minute an altern should 
have been made, and got into all the copies exc. 
a little cluster of 7, seldom apart, from || Matt. 

where, however, the constrn is different), is far 
ess likely than that in those 7 the constm 
should have been corrected fr. «ul before the 
verb to dé after it, to polish the composition, 
and prevent two sentences from each commencing 
with «ai, in fact to prevent three xai’s coming 
too close together. 

4. For arexoiOn "Ino. wp. abrov Néywr, 
Tis. & Al. read xal dw. wp. abr. 6’Ince., fr. 
BLA 13, 33, 130—authority very slender, and 
discountenanced by internal evidence, since the 
reading is manifestly a critl correcn of style. 
As respects the removal of Aéywv by Tis. & 
Al., it is perpetually sl Nt by the Alexn 
critics, though occasionally ht in by re- 
visers, as may possibly be the case here; and 
internal evidence is, as Tis. 3 has shown, rather 
against it. The 6 before dvp. is abs. fr. 8 
uncials and, Tis. says, 70 curss. [add Lam. 1175, 
76, 77, 79, 88, 92, Scr. i, 1, m, n, p, 8, W, y, z, 
H, Mus. 5540, 5731, 11838, 17982, and the 
Burl. MS., om. by Wetst.], and cancd by Matt. 
& Gr., but on wrong grounds, as will appear fr. 
note on || Matt. iv. Z where, as well as here, the 
& was more likely to be omitted, or removed, 
than inserted. It might here be removed by 
critics, who thought it superfluous, and who 
were aware of its absence in several copies at 
the || Matt. 

Internal evidence is so strong against the 
authenticity of the words aAX’ éwxi—Ocov— 
whose omission, exc. by accident (which is 
highly improbable) would be almost unaccount- 
able,—that Iam ready to consent to their re- 
moval, as introduced fr. || Matt. 1t may seem 
strange that the evangelist should cite the pas- 
sage in this, as we should eay, defective state ;— 
though not 20 defective as it has been thought. 
The manner of quoting passages fr. the Scrip- 
tures in those times admitted of much that we 
should call licence or laxity, and amongst other 
modes, there was this—that when reference, for 

f or ie confutation, er ra to an ear 
ingly well-known passage o ipture, the dis- 
patant did not always quote the whole of the 
peseage, but only the first words, just so far as to 
remind the hearer or reader of the rest, usually 
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implied in the antithesie. Exx. of this mode 
very oft occur in the Rabbinical writers; and 
that derived fr. the school of Tiberias, and that 
from the Pharisees, can hardly be doubted. 

5. After dvayayav aitrov, o Ara. is cancd. 
by Tis. & Al., fr. BDL 1, 36, 40, 259, 260, It. 
a,e, Cop., Sah., Arm.: and internal evidence 
being rather unfavourable,—since the words 
mag tke been introduced fr. || Matt.,—I would 
now bracket them. The next words, ale dpoe 
busndop, are abs. fr. BL, It. b, g, and the most 
ancient copies of the Vig., and are cancd by Tis. 
& Al., with some reason, internal evidence 
being adverse, since they might very well be 
inserted fr. || Matt.: and although the absolute 
constrn of avayew in the sense to “ carry up” 
on high, is so rare as to be almost unexampled, 
yet something like it occurs in Hdot. v. 1, 30, 
and Xen. An. vii. 6, 24, of carrying persons 
from a level to a highland country: and here 
Luke may have thought dvay. without adjunct 
sufficient. At any rate, we may account for 
the introduction of the els dvos byynAdy into all 
the copies exc. a few, fr. || Matt., through the 
medium of the scholiasts, the verss., and the 
lectionaries. 

6. For iav, dv is ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BD 
alone. But internal evidence quite confirms 
the strongest external for éav, since the Helle- 
nistic idiom was likely to be altered to the 
class.; and, in fact, is oft altered in those MSS. 
Tis. 3 has restored éav. 

7. I would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
éuov, fr. BDEFHVIAA & 50 curss., excl. of 
all the Lam. MSS. exc. 5, neatly all the Scr., 
& Mus. 5731, 5468, 5559, 11836 & 8, 14774, 
16184, 15581, 16943, 17740, 18211. 

9. For xai fiyay., Tis. & Al. edit, fr. BL & 
some verss., fryay. 6é—manifestly a critl cor- 
recn of composn, introduced in order to prevent 
two clauses commencing each with a «al, as 

. v. 2, where see note. 

17. For B:B. ‘Ho. wpop., Ln., Tis, & Al. 
read 6:8. wpog. ‘Ho., fr. BL 83, 69, 346, & 
many It. & Vig. copies & Cop. But it seems a 
mere crit] correcn, perhaps suggested by copies 
of the It. & Vig. 

18. I have, with Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. efvexey, 
fr. almost all the unciale and almost all the 
curss., exclus. of nearly all the Lam., Scr., & 
Mus. copies. I still retain the words idcac0ar 
robs cuvretp. T. xapéiay, not only fr. the ineuf- 
ficiency of external evidence for their absence 
(only BDL 13, 33, 69, the It., & some very 
ancient copies of Vig. & Orig. 2, Eus. 3, Athan. 
& Cyr.), but because internal ev.dence is not 
against them. They may have been inserted fr. 
the Sept. vers.; but they may have been inad- 
vertently omitted in so few copies, and those in 
the closest connexion. This was the more 
likely to happen, since the words form one of 
the most important clauses of the sentence, as 
intended to point out the purpose of our Lord's 
mission; of which clauses, one was, it seems, 
let slip by the carelessness of scribes. Far more 
probable is this, than that St. Luke should have 
passed over the words, as if not to the present 
purpose, because they really are highly appo- 
site (see Th. Aqu. & Calv.), as referring to one 
of the three t aspects under which our Lord 
is represented, as combined with his character 
of Prophet, namely, as the great Physician, 
lécacOa: rovs cuvtarp. Comp. Ps. cxlvi. 3, 
Sept. 6 lepevos rove suvraTpimuivous, Thy 
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wxapdlay xai decustvwv ra covTplpuara abtriov, 
where there is an allusion to prisoners whose 
flesh is bruised, crushed by their iron fetters 
and manacles. Comp. Ps. cxlix. 8 with Eurip. 
Hipp. 1232, Opavwy cdpxas werednuivous 
éy wrwxeia kal ordnpe. 

22. ovxl for oby, edd by Tis. & Al., fr. BDL 
346, was a mere correcn of critics to impart 
more emphasis and spirit to the interrogation. 

26. I still retain nie ati as resting, besides 
internal evidence,—wh. I have shown to be in 
its favour,—on considerable authority, BK LMS 
& above 30 curss., excl. of several of the most 
ancient and correct Lam., Scr. ,& Mus. copies, con- 
firmed by Orig. & Joa. Ant. viii. 13, 2; though 
in some copies we find ZapeqUay, as indeed in 
the passage of Orig., wh. is only making the noun 
declinable. Thus written the form in question 
is the most ancient, and being confirmed by the 
Hebr. original, cannot but be the genuine read- 
ing. I sull continue to reject Zidevias, adopted 
by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., but for reasons, as I 
have pointed out, quite insufficient, since it is 
evidently glossematic, and prob. derived fr. the 
usage of the Sept., though in opposition to the 


lich form every where else in N. T., as 
Tis. well observes, who has now restored 77s 
Did@vos. 


For éxaBbapicOn, étxabe pic8y is found in 
ACLX [add Lam. 1193 & Scr. x, y, P, MSS. 
of very ancient text]. This peculiar spelling has 
at || Matt. a considerable amount of external 
authority ; and is adopted by Tis. 2 there, and 
by Tis. Shere. But see notes on Matt. viii. 3 
& Mk. i. 42. 

27. For Neeuav, Nacuav is ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDKL & 3 curss. But it seems a 
mere error of scribes for Nalenay, found in A, 
Scr. H, and other copies, an itacistic form for t. 
rec. Neeuap. 

29. Hore, for els +d, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
fr. BDL 1, 13, 22, 53, 69, & 3 other curss., has 
internal evidence somewhat in its favour: but 
its very slender external authority forbids its 
adoptiun, especy since it may be a mere arbi- 
trary gramml corrn. 

34. Aéywy may be, as Al. supposes, intro- 
duced fr. || Mk. : but that it should have been 
brought into all the copies-exc. BLV, Cop. & 
Orig., is far less likely than that in those copies 
& Orig. it shd have been removed by the critica] 
knife, though spared at the || of Mk. 

35. For é&, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dx’, fr. 
BDLV & 30 curss. [add Lam. 1175, 528, 1187, 
Mus. 5468, 5777]: and é& may have been in- 
troduced fr. || Mk. by revtsers, not aware of the 
custom of Lk., who after verbs compounded 
with é& employs awd, not é«: but awd was 
more probably a corrn of critics, See note on v. 
38, and also on Mk. i. 35. 

The +o before pécoy I have bracketed, and 
Matth., Gr., & Scholz cancd, fr. DEFGHKSU 
VIAA &, Tis. says, £00 curss., to wh. I can 
add nearly all the Lam. & Mus. copies, also 
Scr. h, i, k, 1, m, 0, p, q, ¥, 8, t, w, P (not 0, v, 
z): but Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. retain it, though in- 
ternal evidence is in favour of its absence, as 
forming the less common phrase; on which 
grounds Tis. 3 has now expunged it, fortifying 
is decision by referring to the state of the evi- 
dence at Mk. iii. 3, xiv. 6, Lk. v. 19, vi. 8, & 
Joh. xix. 19, 26. 

38. For é«, Ln., Tis, & Al. read dwo, fr. 
BCDLQ 1, 13, 22, 33, 69, 118, 124, 209, 346, 
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supports éx to have come fr. || Mk. But con- 
sidering that the curss. are almost entirely close 
congeners of BCDI,, the evidence is but that of 
a small cluster of MSS. usually going together, 
and hence the reading is not entitled to be re- 
ceived agst the authority of all the rest, esp. 
since internal evidence is rather in favour of éx, 
of which dad was prob, a correction of style. 
See note supr. v. 35. 

The » before wav@., which I have brackd, is 
abs. fr. almost all the uncials and many curss., 
exclus. of all the Lam. MSS., exc. 2 Scr. h, i, 
k, 1, m, n, p, q, F, 8, V, W, 2, H, and most of the 
Mus. copies: and inte evidence is against it. 

40. For éwi@eis, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éme- 
vTi0eis, fr. BDQ & 10 curss. [add Mus. 5731, 
Lam. 1188, Scr. z, H]: and Al. pronounces t. 
rec. an error of scribes, occasioned by TI being 
absorbed in TIT. Such a thing might happen; 
but cannot possibly be ri ae to have 
extended to all the copies but J6. Tho reading, 
indeed, is worthy of attention only as forming one 
among many proofs of the extent to which, in the 
verb and the participle, aor. and pres. forms were 
interchanged, not only in the Western copies, but 
also in the Eastern,—and generally by altering 
aorist to present forms, notwithstanding that the 
aorists have so freqy the force of the pres. See 
Matt. ix. 18, xix. 15, Mk. vi. 5, viii. 23, Acts 
ix. 12, 17 es al. Thus here there is little doubt 
that éwiOele was altered to éwir:@eis for the 
sake of eliciting @ present sense. 

. For xpafovra, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
xpavyat., fr. ADEGHQUVYIA & 50 curss. 
[add Lam. 528, 1176, 78, 88, 92, Scr. i, k, 0, y, 
z, H, Mus. 15581, 17982]: and that this is the 
true reading seems probable, since the term ie 
used at Acts xxii. 23. Kpavyé{w, though doubt- 
less as ancient in origin as xpa{ew, and prob. 
always used in the angus of common life, 
was never employed by the early and pure Gr. 
writers, unless where a coarser term was more 
suitable to the occasion; though it occasionally 
occurs in the later Gr.-writers, as Arrian & 
Galen, both Asiatic Greeke, as were mostly the 
still later Greek writers who used the word. 

I have brackd o yptords, cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BODFLRX 133, 130, 22, It. & Vig., 
Orig., because imternal evidence is against it, 
since it may have been introduced fr. some pas- 


- sages of Mere as xvi. 16, 26, 63) and of Joh., 


as vi. 69, xi. 27. 

42. For é{#rovv, I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., adopted éare{rouy, fr. all the uncials exec. 
4 and, Tis. says, 100 curss., to wh. I add all the 
Lam. MSS. exc. 2, Scr. h, i, k, 0, q, r, 8, y, 2, 
H, also Mus. 5468, 5559, 11838, 15581, and in- 
ternal evidence is in its favour. See note on 
Matt. xii. 39 and Mk. viii. 12. 

43. I cannot yet adopt, with T. & A., éw? for 
eis, on such slender authority as 13, 67, 124, 
346, based on a mere surmise that eis was de- 
rived fr. || Mk. The words are too oft con- 
founded by the scribes to make the supposition 
reliable. Besides, it was far less likely that the 
éwi should have been altered, for no urgent 
reason, to eis in all the copies but 5, than that 
in those 5 eis should have been altered to éwi 
by the critics here, though left untouched at Mk. 
i. 39. I should be inclined to receive éweard- 
Anv were the evidence stronger, and not, as it 
is, almost confined to a little cluster of MSS. ; 
otherwise the occurrence of the 2 aor. five times 
in the Sept. wd seem to confirm its genuineness. 
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a it was prob. breught in fr. i. 19, Lk. xiii. 


44. Internal evidence is in favour of els rds 
cuvaywyas, wh. occ. in Lam. 1188, & Ser. y, z, 
H. Bat it requires more authority, and the 
reading may have been altened fr. || Mk. i. 39, 
where seenote. ForTaA:Aaias, the reading’ I ov- 
daiac, though strongly supported by BCLQR 
& 20 cures. [add Lam. 528, 1188, Scr. y, z], & 
ot & later Syr. vers., is inadmiseible, and 

rob. came fr. the Jectionaries; which is con- 
rmed by the fact, that nearly half af the curss. 
are lectionaries. 


V. i. For rov bdefere dxodey, Tis. 2 reads 
wai éx., fr. ABLX 1, 131, It. c, Cop., & Arm., 
resting his adoption of it on internal evidence, 
arguing, that the «ai might seem incemmodious, 
but not the rou; while A]., who retains the t. 
Kec., supposes that the «ai was a “ corrn from 
misunderstanding” — but misunderstanding of 
what? the rou? Yet that force of the rou is 
80 common in the N. T. & Sept., that ignorance 
of it were incredible. Besides, comp. in/*. v. 15, 
euvipxovro SyAot, dxovaty, 8c. Tov Acyov. It 
was mere probably ignerance as to the true force 
of éwcxeic@a:, which, as I have shown, has here 
the sense insidere; a sense confirmed, as well as 
t. rec. Tov, by the kindred passage of Mk. iii. 10, 
Gore ixixintey abte lva avrou diy. They 
shee stumbled, too, at the anacoluthon and the 

ebr. constrn in «ai abrée qv dorwe, &c., and 
did not perceive the force of xaiatxal eldev, nor 
that the words should be closely connected with 
the preceding, as I would now express in punc- 
tuation. 

2. For waAota, T. & A. read wiordpra, fr. 
ACL & 5 curss., & It. The p e is remark- 
able as being one of those few in which the best 
MSS. fluctuate between wXoiov and wAordproy, 
and thus occasion editore no little trouble to de- 
termine in each place the genuine reading. 
That at Mk. iv. 36 is the most awkward to be 
handled ; yet the perplexity admits of being dis- 
pelled in the way I hawe pointed out. i to 
the present, there will net be the same embarras 
if we receive the reading adopted by Tis. & Al.; 
and though external testimony is very slender, 
internal evidence may seem in its faveur, con- 
sidering that wi otapioy may have been altered 
to wXoéoy for the sake of removing the awkward- 
ness existing in évo terms being used where wo 
a silage but - However, iia evi- 

ence ma u against as well as for i 
from the "tact, that Lk. several tae ae 
wAotor, but no where (any more than Matt.) 
wotdprov, which it is wot likely that he would 
here employ in congunction with wXvtov, nay, even 
place it first, though the generul term sheuld 
come first, and then the particular ene. It is 
surely far less likely that Lk. should have used 
wAodpiov and placed it first, than that some 
Alexandn critics should have regarded w)od- 
prow as the more appropriate, and, indeed, per- 
haps the technical term to denote a fishing-boat, 
and so have introduced it from the usage of Mk. & 
ae th L th f 

agree with Ln. in rejeeting the transposn © 
aw’ avrev, adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. BCDL 
33. Of course, the warrant for this must rest 
mainly on internal evidence, wh., however, is 
rather se than for the change. 

Tis. 3 has restored dwixduvay, — 
that aw. was more easily omiifed than inserte 


N 


"it umnecessary, and knew it te be usua 
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True; but the alteration did not arise by acct- 
dent, but was made pu ly, inasmuch as 
dwork. is a rare term, and the do in compos. 
did not seem here suitable ;—while the simple 
auv. is of perpetual occurrence. 

3. The row before Liu. is expunged by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BDL, but wrongly, since internal 
evidence confirms external authority in favour 
of rou, wh. was more likely to be omd by inad- 
vertence of scribe, or expunged by licence of 
critics (who so freq. remove the art.), than to 
have been introduced into all the copies exc. 3, 
ia order, as A]. avers, “te suit rdv Liunwva at 
v. 4.” Though I am ready to admit that the 
art. has been in many es of the Gospels 
added by later hands (yet mostly in the xom.), 
and that a class. Gr. writer would have omitted 
it, for which reason prob. the critics here re- 
moved it. 

As respects the reading xa@icas 82 for «al 
xa@., edd by Tis. & Al., fr. BLQ, It. a, & Cop., 
it is most unlikely that such a change should 
have been made in ali the copies but two, though 
far from improbable that in those two the 
change shd heve arisen fr. critics, who so freq. 
alter xai before a verb or particip., and é2 after 
them, or the reverse. As to the reading é« 7. 
wh. é6., adepted by Tis. 2 & Al., fr. BD, the t. 
rec. is far less likely to have been “ a transposn 
for perspicuity” (as says Al.) in all the copies 
but two, than in those two to have been a 
teansposn arising from inadvertence of scribes, 
frem their first omitting édléacxey, and then 
bringing it in at the wrong piace. In short, I 
suspect that it was the absolute constrn of «a0- 
i{w intrans., occurring here and supr. iv. 20, & 
tar. xiv. 28, 31, xvi. 6, et alibi, at which the 
critics stumbled, and wh. occasioned this and 
ether variations of reading here. 

5. The 6 before Ziuey is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BLA, being, Al. thinks, “inserted to 
suit rdv Liu. above.” But it was far more 
probably omitted or remowed in those, like the 
vou before Ziu., v. 3 (where see note), than 
introduced into all the neat on so frivolous a 
reason. Tix before wuxrds ie cancd by Ln. & 
Tis., fr. ABL 131 & Cyr., but without good 
peason, since the rs, expressed by abbrevn, 
may have been absorbed in the 7#s preceding, 
but more prob. remowed by critics, who couse 

y 
dropped. Lake, however, weuld not be likely 
to emit it, since he has always used it else- 
where, and here he wd least of all have omitted 
it, sinee the art. before a noun subst. so circum- 
stanced (see Bp. Midd. Gr. Art.) is required by 
a gramml propriety, as regards the use of was 
and éAos, of whieh there is, I believe, no viola- 
tion in the N. T. 

6. Tis. 3 has new adopted, with Al. and my- 
self, the reading wA78. ly@. woAd., fr. most of 
the uncials and the great body of the curss. 
(exclus. ef ali the Lam. & Scr., & several Mus. 
copies), instead of t. rec. 1y@. wA. woAX., found 
in BD & many curses., with It. & Vig.; though 
against interna! evidence, which is adverse, since 
ly@. aA. may prob. have been a correction sug- 
gested by Acts xxviii. 3, ppvydver rA78os, 
sine v. i. 

Tis. 3 has now restored a wet baile for 
dispiicoero, wh. he had, with Al., adopted, fr. 
BCL 6. He had better also have restored the 
vrois after wetoxers, wh. he still excludes, alone 
of the editors, on very insufficient external evi- 
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dence, BDL 259, and that not, as he contends, 
compensated by internal evidence. That rote 
should have been added by emendn in all the 
copies but four, is far less likely than that it 
should have been in those four omitted by care- 
lessness of scribes, not noticing the abbrevn for 
rots, which, perhaps, had become amalgamated 
with the «. Besides, it were very one that 
so correct a writer as Lk. should have left out 
the art., which is indispensable where it stands, 
as here, for pron. possessive, esp. since I am 
warranted in asserting, on most competent au- 
thority (that of the late learned Canon Tate, who 
had at ane considered the annsert) that the 
proprietas lingua, as respects the art., is very 
rarely, and in that of ihe tenes of the verbs, 
never violated by St. Luke. 

15. bw’ abrov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BC'DL & 12 curss., with the Jt., Vig., Cop., 
Arm., & Eth. verss.; and Al. pronounces the 
expression ‘“‘a gloss, as the var. lectt. show.” 
But a gloss was here quite unnecessary; and 
the variations of reading are only such as to 
show that the ancient critics stumbled at the 
constrn, and accordingly sought to remove the 
difficulty, some by transposing, others by ex- 
punging, vw’ abrov, whereby the wording 
seemed to them overloaded, and involving, if 
not tautology, a flaw in composition. But such 
modes need not be resorted to, if we consider that 
avrou has to be mentally supplied at dxovecy 
out of the words br’ alrov. The construcn is 
very similar to not a few in Thucyd., where we 
find a word or words left to be mentally supplied 
at one member of a sentence out of another, 
either before or after. 

19. woias is found in most of the best Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies, and was in 9 of those 
codd., wh., of course, is, like wéWev, &c., a mere 
gloss. I still think that wola (sub. od@), prob. 
read by the It. & Vig. translators, is the true 
reading. In addition to the adduced, 
after Bornem., in confirmation, fr. Schaef. on 
Apoll. Rhod. i. 934, in proof that woia, sc. ddw, 
may mean ‘* quanam parte?’ I now add Aris- 
toph. Av. 1219, rola yap aAAyn xpd wireobut 
wTobs Qeods; and Hdot. i. 30, ele dy xpivers 
TédXov elvac 6AB.; The idiom, however, is 
very rare, and hence was displaced by the read- 
ing in question, wh. occupies the great body of 
the MSS., thongh it was, I suspect, originally 
only a scholium, afterwards eked out by the 
odov, but justly rejected by most revisers as 
superfluous, it being a common ellipsis. Thus 
it is useless to expunge the dia and leave the 
woias, since dca woiae is sumething—woiae by 
iteelf nothing. 

20. adre after elev is eancd by L., T., & A., 
a BL 33, 130 [add Scr. i], also It., Vig., & 

ers. verss.; and Al. remarks that ‘ frem the 
variations the word has evidently been a gloss.” 
But the state of the evidence as ts those 
war. lectt. only shows that the ancient critics 
stumbled at something occg in the ordinary text, 
whence arose those so-called corrections. What 
that something was Matth. supposes to be iddavy 


Thy wiorw avtwy, elwev attw. Thus, he 
adds, some removed a’tw; others cha it to 


wapaduricw; and others, omitting avOpwwe, 
changed the readg to rw avOpma4w. This, con- 
sidering the slenderness of the authority for the 
alteration in question, is far more probable than 
the supposition of Al., that avrg was originally 
FN 
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23. For &yercpar, Lh., Tis., & Al. edit gystpe, 
fr. ABCDFKLSVIA and very many curss. 
[add Lam. 528, 1176 & 78, 79, 89, Scr. i, k, 0, 
w, x, y, P, Mus. 5540, 5731, 5559, 5777, (810, 
11836, 15581, 16183, 17470, 17982, Cov. 1, & 
De Missy, both om. by Mill & Wets.]. These 
forms are oft interchanged in the MSS., espec. 
in || Matt. ix. 56 & Mk. ii. 9, where see the 
notes. Since, however, external evidence is 
stronger in thie than in those passages, and con- 
ad Bey character of Luke's style, it would 
seem that dye:pe is here, v. 24, & vi. 24, per- 
haps the true reading. 

4. The transposn of the words éfouve. gyes 
to after avOp. by Tis. & Al., fr. BKL & 4 curss. 
[add Lam. 1179, Scr. p, w]— very slender 
evidence—is based mainly on the surmise that t. 
rec. was derived fr. || Matt. & Mk., so that I 
cannot venture to admit it. 

25. For ip’ w, Tis. & Al. read iq’ 6, fr. 1) 
uncials & 60 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1176, 78, 79, 
87, Scr. h, k, 1, m, OB trae © ME tara 
5468, 5540, 5559, 11836, 15581, 16183 & 4, 
17982]. Internal evidence, too, is rather in its 
favour, so as to compensate for the uncertainty of 
external authority (w and o being perpetually 
confounded in the ancient MSS.), and warrant, 
but not call for its reception. But in that case it 
must be regarded as one of the peculiar constrns, 
most of wh. may be regarded as provincial idioms. 
See howr my note on Acts ix. 33. Tho accas. 
constrn is elsewhere unprecedented. 

27. Tis. 3 now adopts Aevaly & Aeveic at v. 
29, fr. 7 or 8 of the most ancient uncials and a 
few ancient curss., to wh. 1 can only add Lam. 


1193 & Scr. P, one an uncial, the other the 


most ancient of curss., so that the reading may 
possibly be genuine. 

30. ta is., & Al. tra the words oi 
bapic. xai of ypaunu., fr. BODLR 1, 33, 131, 
157, with the It., oe Cop., & Jer. Syr. verss. ; 
and certainly internal evidence is rather in favour 
of the reading: yet the evidence of one small 
class of MSS. will not warrant its reception ; 
though it may have been introduced (but cas 
bono ?) fr. || Mk. The row before redXwrdp, 
wh. I have admitted, rests on strong authority, 
almost all the unciale and very many curse., 
excl. of nearly all the Lam. and several of the 
best Scr. & Mus. copies. 

The words xal dxaptwdwyv are cancd by Tis., 
fr.CD; but they were more likely to have been dost 
by inadvertence of scribes in 2 copies, than to 
rab i introduced into all the rest fr. || Matt. 

33. I must still maintain the genuineness of 
éc:ari, to euppoge wh. brought in fr. || Matt. & 
Mk. into all the copies exc. 4, is very improbable. 
There is not any difficulty in accounting for the 
absence of the words in that little knot of copies, 
BL 33, 157, springing fr. one common, and not 
remote source, namely, by supposing that d:avi, 
coming in at the end of a line in the ancient 
arche of BL & 33, was, as is usual, com- 
pressed into an abbreviation, wh. being mis- 
understood, was omiited by the scribe, and not, 
it seems, missed by the transcribers fr. that copy 
or the next, the words of the context making a 
sense, unsatisfactory though it be, without it, 
though one whereby the language of remonstrant 
interrogation is so adtspirited as not to rise beyond 
the bare notice of a fact, whereby the pointed 


energy of the su vent answer by interrogation 
ill conporta with « bare matter of fact. 
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35. On reconsidering the awkward, rather 
than difficult, matter as to the «ai before Srap, 
I have come to the determination that to avr- 

it, with Ln., though abs. fr. about 40 
MSS. would be quite uncritical, since internal 
evidence is altogether in its favour, the removal 
being s ted by its absence in || Matt. & Mk. 
a 7 must be retained, and ne ened 
will almost disappear by supposing the particle 
to have an epsiegetical force, as oft eleewh. So 
Matt. iii. 10, where see note. 

36. I still continue to exclude the dad before 
inatiov, inserted by Tis. & Al., fr. BDLX I, 
13, 22, 33, 69, 124, 151, 157, 346 (a little cluster 
of copies wh. constantly go together)—authority 
quite insufficient, esp. since not confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, inasmuch as it was more likely 
to be introduced fr. scholiasts than removed for 
no reason whatever. It is true that the expres- 
sion without the p and applied to a new 
garment (not a strip of cloth) seems not quite 
correct, and hence it was emended by the critics, 
but needlessly, since it may be ed as one 
of the idioms of common life and of colloquial 
parlance, of wh. the seeming inaccuracy will 
vanish, if we suppose that in such a familiar 
idiom, ludrioy meant not a garment, but a 
tworapper formed of a simple web of cloth, like a 
Scotch plaid, or simply a cloth, as in Hdot. iv. 
23. As to cyicas, inserted by Tis. & Al. fr. 
BDL & 6 curss. (though rejected by Ln. fr. 
nearly the same MSS. as above), it evidently 
arose fr. crit. correen to further develope and 
improve the foregoing emendation, and pro- 
bably derived fr. sNaliaste: The readings cxioes 
and cuugeavices, adopted by Tis. & Al. (not 
Ln.), fr. the same uncials, but with an increase 
of cursives {add Lam. 1188, Scr. y,z, H, and also 
the original of w, though in the-copy, deste Ser., 
ovundery is one of the many ux readings 
occurring not unfreq.], are prob., but not cer- 
tainly, genuine. As to iwiBAnua, cancd by 
Tis. & Al., fr. AEFHKMRSUVIA and very 
many cures., to wh. I can add all the Lam.. all 
the Scr. exe. 5, Mus. 1810, 5540, 5559, 5777, 
11836, 15581, 16183, 14774, 16943, 17740, 17982, 
18211, & Cov. 1 (om. by Mill), the reading of 
the passage is an open question: but the fairest 
representation of the state of the evidence is 
to edit, as I would now do, [rd éwiPAnpa 76); 
though I have no doubt of the genuineness of 
the words, internal evidence being decidedly in 
their favour. 

37. I would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
@ olvoc o véos, fr. BCDLMRUXA & 20 curss., 
excl. of Lam., confirmed by internal evidence. 

39. For xopnororepos, Tis. & Al. read ypno- 
+ dt, fr. BL 157, 225, & Cop.: and internal evi- 
dence is in favour of the reading, wh. some might 
alter to xpnotorepos (derived fr. the scholiasts), 
to make the sense more distinct, by drawin 
forth the comparison from tmplied to ‘ 
not bearing in mind that no comparison is neces- 
sary to be sought in xpnorde, wh. may here be 


a not unfrequent use of what is called ‘the 
positive to denote what is tarly good,” so 
as to leave nought to be desired from the 
quality of the new. 
As res 


ta the ea of 200éwe ty 
Tis. & Al, fr. BCL & 1, 118, 181, 157, 209, 
2 pet., Cop., Arm., /Eth., the authority for it is 
inadequate and internal evidence not favourable, 
the word being far more likely to have been re- 
moved by critics, who thought it superfluous (as 
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they did at Matt. iv. 20, Mk. i. 31, ii. 2, fii. 6, iv. 
16, v. 2, 13, 36, vi. 25, 50, vii. 35), than to have 
been “‘ tutroduced (as Al. su ) in order to 
better correspond with the fact and the matter 
in question,” into all the copies exc. 9, and all 
the veras. of any weight. 


VI. 1. I am still of the same opinion as to 
the genuineness of dsutsporpwry, esp. as being 
abs. only in a little knot of 9 closely cognate 
coves {to wh. I add Scr. x, y, z, PJ, and inter- 

evidence being, as I have shown, in its favour. 
As respects the lonartes, it is indeed absent 
fr. all those collated by myself and Mr. Scr., and 
for cafBarw, those have c&BBac: [evidently 
derived fr. if ‘Mate. & Mk.], and I doubt not 
nearly all the rest. However, ite absence fer. 
them all would supply no cogent argument to 
impugn its authenticity, since the word is at the 
beginning of a lectio ; and nothing is more com- 
toon than there to omit a word inconsistent with, 
or not well amalgamating with, the introductory 
Two xatpw ixeives, esp. if it be, as in the present 
case, so difficult as not to be understood by the 
hearers. On the whole, there is nothing but 
what tends to discountenance the notion of its 
being supposititious, and to evince that it was 
omitted in those nine copies merely because un- 
intelligible to the revisers, and also fr. being not 
in || Matt. & Mk. 

The tay before owopinwy is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABIAA & 10 curss. [add Scr. h, 
w, Mus. 5540], but on precarious grounds. In- 
ternal evidence might be thought to compensate 
for the want of external authority, if we could 
rely on the surmise of Al., that the word was 
derived fr. || Matt. & Mk. But that all the 
copies exc. 14 should, in so very minute a point, 
have been interpolated for the sake of suiting 
the paral]. Gospels, is incredible. Whereas that 
the word shd have been lost by inadvertence of 
scribes—who as based pass over the art.—is 
very probable. ere, however, the presence of 
the art. is required by propriety of language, 
since when an adj. is converted into a subst., the 
art. is demanded, unless in cases where long use 
has abrogated the rule. But I cannot remember 
a single example of the subetantival use of 
omopipor without the art., and of ra omcpinua. 
I have no other exx. exc. Matt. xii. 1, Mk. ii. 
23, Geopon. i. 12, 37, ra omopima Eotat Kad- 
Acora, & ii. 18, 3. The idiom in question 
seems to have been one confined to the pro- 
vincial Greek of Asia Minor & Syria. And 
what was used by Matt. & Mk. was far more 
likely to have been employed by Lk., than an 
idiom occurring no where else. 

2. avroie is cancd by Tis. & Al., and pro- 
nounced a supplementum by Al. But it was 
more prob. expunged by critics as thought super- 
fluous ; which, however, is far from being the 
case, since its absence would greatly obscure the 
sense. It is, indeed, as necessary a8 auto in 
| Matt. & Lk. 

4. wai after idwxe is cancd by Ln., Tis, & 
Al., fr. BL 1, 112, It., V1g., Cop., & Syr. verss., 
& Iren.; and Al. pronounces it inserted fr. 
|| Mk. But to suppose that so unnecessary an 
insertion when made should have got into all 
the copies exc. 4 is incredible: while to suppose 
the xal removed by critics as unn is by 
no means improbable: and in || Mk. that es 
found to be the case in several MSS., far more 
in number than those that omit it here. Tis. 
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now ree. sees the matter in this light, since in 
his edn he has restored the «ai, observing 
““abundare videbatur, hinc tot interp. (the 
framers of the verss.) consentiunt,” namely, to 
pase it over. 

6. The transpn of dvOp. ixei to éx. avOp., 
adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. BIR 1, 33, 157, 209, 
239, 299 [add Scr. w], is more preb. a correcn 
of order by critics, than that the ordinary collo- 
cation of the words should have been introduced 
into all the copies exc. 9, for no imaginable 
reason. 

7. I would now admit into the text wapern- 
pourvro (wh. I find in Mus, 5540, 16943, & Scr. 
w), after wh. Tis. 3 has now removed the a’ro», 
wh. he had, on precarious grounds, subjoined. 

For Oeparetoe:, T. & A. edit -evea:, fr. ADL 
72, 114, 253, et al. (qu?) [I can only add Mus. 

10183, & Scr. w], regarding -oe: as de- 
rived fr. || Mk. But the extreme slenderness of 
evidence discountenances that supposi- 
tion, and internal does not sustain it, since it is 
more likely that, in so few copies, the readin 
arose from error of scribes, who oft confoun 
the terminations -z: and oe: ; nay, in the || of 
Mk. a few ancient copies have -e:. But it is 
posstlie that -e: arose fr. crit. revisers, who 
any the pres. tense preferable, having in 
mind || Matt. el @ecrs:—Oepamevay; though 
the character of that passage is different, that 
having reference to a general principle, this to 
Jesus's particular practice. 

For xaryyoplay, T. & A. read xatnyopeiy, 
fr. BDSX & 10 curss. [add Mus. 5777 & Cov. 
I, om. by Mill], with the It. & Vig. verss.: and 
Al. pronounces ¢. rec. “a corrn to easier 
constrn.” But it may be questioned whether 
that be really an easier constrn. There is, in- 
deed, some difficulty in the t. rec., such as might 
occasion crit. correcn in several ways, wh. see in 
the note of Tis., who now takes the same view 
that I have done, and consequently has restored 
t. rec. 

8. For dv6o., Tis. & Al. read dvdpl, fr. BL 
& 7 curss., supposing that av0p. was derived fr. 
| Mk. But that so minute an altern shd have 
been made in all the copies exc. nine, is far less 
credible than that in those 9 dy0p. was altered 
by some critics to the more classical term dvédpi. 

For éyecpat, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éyaipe, fr. 
ABEFKLMUVXAA and many curas. [add 
Lam. 528, 1176, 79, 89, 93, Scr. 1, k, 0, v, w, x, 
y, P, and all the Mus. on exc. 4]. It would 
seem to be, for reasone wh. will appear fr. supr. 
v. 23, 24, the genuine form, at least in Lk. 
For o é2 dvacrase, Tis., Ln., & Al. read xal 
av., fr. BDLX & 1, 33 [add Lam. 1177, It., 
Vig. & Cop. verss.]. But internal evidence, as 
well as external, discountenances the reading, 
since it is not to be imagined that «ai should 
have been altered to o 2, for ne particular rea- 
son, in all the copies but 7; but the reverse 
might easily arise for the purpose of smoothing 
a rough construcn, by bringing the words into 
eloser connexion with the preceding; though 
that was destroyed by placing a pertwd after 
org instead of a celon, rightly fixed by Mai 


ne. 

9. For obv, Ln. & Tis. read 2, fr. BDL 13, 
33, 69, 124, 346, the closest congeners of those 
uncials; also It. & Vig.; but Al. retains the 
obv, rightly, the é2 being evidently a mere crit. 
altern to remove the stiffness of the oy derived 
fr. || Matt. 
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For irepwricw, Tis. & Al. read iwrepwre, 
fr. BL 157, It. e, f, g4, 1, Vig., & Cop.; but on 
insecure grounds. That éwrepwre should have 
been altered to -r7jaw in all the copies but 3, 
and all the veres. exc. the It., & Vig., & Cop., 
is far less credible than that the contrary change 
should have been made by critics, who, accus- 
tomed to the Lat. copies, oe the pres. tense 
more suitable, and, as oft, adopted it into the 
Greek copies. This they were prob. the more 
induced to do because they adopted, from the 
same source, the reading e iesors, which, 
however specious, will not stand the test of close 
examin., being, in fact, a continuation of the 


same critl refectio, by wh. the whole 

was recast, so as to bring it more within the 
rules of classical composn, by removing a cer- 
tain dubiousness and imparting more furce and 
precision. 

As oe the reading dwoxratva: for dmo0- 
Adoat, ed. by Matt., Gr., & Sch., and found in all 
the uncials exc. BDL & very many curs. Bo 
clus. of almost all the Lam., Scr., & Muse 
copies), Al. dismisses it too summarily by pro- 
nouncing it to have come fr. || Mk.; though 
the vast extent and weight of external authority 
discountenances that opinion ; not to say that in 
the p e of Mk., two unciale, and nearly 20 
curss., with Victor, Theop., & the Syr., It. & 
Vig., & other verss., have dwoAéca:, though 
douhtiess fr. || Lk. However, there is no incon- 
siderable external authority here for dwodécat, 
and that is confirmed by internal evidence, from 
its being the more exact term, and as such the 
most likely to have been used by Luke the phy- 
sictan. As respects the point whether rz, if re- 
tained (as I think it ought), should be conjoined 
with the preceding context, that is a matter of 
no easy decision, and not to be summarily die- 
missed, as it ie by Al., who pronounces buas re 
gf. ‘‘an error.” It can hardly be termed such, 
since the constrn ie admissible, and the sense 
thus arising seems confirmed by Matt. xx. 24, 
Mk. xi. 29, Lk. xx. 23. But those R 
however kindred, are not parallel, though they 
prob. suggested that constrn of the words to the 
translators and expositors. Internal evidence 
seems in favour of the harsher, yet probably 
ore genuine, constra adopted by Matth., Gr., 
& Sah., namely, suas’ ri mLeoT: +. odBB.; 
@ya0., wh. I would new adept in my text. 

10. After éwoine. Tis. 3 cancels ot rms, fr. 12 
uncials and, he says, 80 cures. [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 76, 92, Scr. h, k, q, r, x, z, H, Pj: but 
his second thoughts were not here the wiser, 
since it was evidently expunged by critics as 
superflueus. I would now read, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., dwexar., fr. 12 uncials and many curss., 
to wh. I ean add almest all the Lam., Secr., and 
the best Mus. copies. 

The words ws 7 &\An are eancd by Tis. 2 & 
Al., fr. BL 33, 34, 63, several copies of the It., 
and also the Vig. & Cep. verss., and are pro- 
nounced by Al. “‘imtreduced fr. {| Matt.” ut 
the extreme slendemess of external authorit 
discountenances such a surmise, and intern 
evidence is ia ur of the words, it being, 
as observes Tis. (who in 3d edn _ restores 
them), much more probable that the words, 
from their being regarded as superfluous, and 
without Uyij¢ inept, were by some critics ex 
punged, though by others filled up with dycje 
in the manner of i Matt. 

11. woujoapey, found in BLA & 8 cursas. (the 
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wo:joes in Scr. w is an unfinished reading), 
ought not to have been edd by Ln., since it is 
too purely Attic a form to have been used by 
Luke; whereas wo:jostay well suits the style 
of Lk., as being a form of provincial (Syrian & 
Asiatic) Greek. 

12. For é€XOev, Tis. -& Al. read sFeXOaty 
al’trov, fr. ABDLX 33 & 5 others, with It. e: 
but wrongly, since the deficiency of external 
authority is not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, wh. is rather agatnst the reading, inas- 
much as it bears the evident character of altera- 
tion, prob. fr. supr. v. 6, as Tis. himself now 
sees, who restores t. rec. 

14. For the insertion of «ai at this verse, and 
at each of the two next (adopted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al.), we have the authority of BDL or DL, a 
fow curss.,and some verss. The particle may 
be genuine; but it may have arisen fr. some 
confusion, which crept into the text fr. the critl 
revisers not perceiving that the Apostles were, as 
Schulz remarks, meant to be distributed into 
pairs, just as we find, fr. Mk. vi. 7, they were 
on being sent forth to evangelize. The only 
MSS. of my collation wh. give any countenance 
to the addition are at v. 14, Lam. 1179 [add 
Scr. P}& the Burl. MS., om. by Wets., at v. 15, 
Lam. 1177, at v. 16, Lam. 1179. I suspect that 
the particle came in fr. the parallele of Matt. & 
Mk., and the It. & Vig. verss. 

As respects the rou before 'AXA®*., v. 15, can 
by Tis. & Al., fr. BL & 6 curss. [add Lam. 
1176], it is far less likely to have been iniro- 
duced, as Al. pronounces, fr. li Matt. & Mk., 
into all the copies but 8, than to have been re- 
moved in those copies as sel peer and for the 
sake of corresponding to 'lovéay ‘laxwBou just 
after, the revisers not perceiving that there the 
art. coudd not be used, since the sense is, “‘ Jude, 
brother of James.” As respects the readin 
"Ioxaprw0, edd by Ln. in all four Gospels, an 
in Mk. & Lk. by Tis. & Al., it rests on a few 
uncials, BDL, & a very few curss., their regular 
followers ; nor is there any countenance to it in 
the MSS. collated by myself and Mr. Scr. We 
might have most expected to find itin Matt. ; but 
there it is confined to one MS. (C) & some Ital. 
copies. In Mk. there is greater authority for 
it; in Lk., inconsiderable, dated lentes howr, 
by Marcion and Epiphan.; and in all three 
Gospels it is confirmed by several copies of the 
It. vers. I suspect that the reading lcyap:w0 
originated in the Hebr. Gospel of St. Matth., 
from which it was derived by Marcion, ex- 
pressed in Epiphan., and adopted into the Ital. 


vers. 

18. Tis. 3 still retains the reading évoyA., 
though he is now somewhat shaken in his con- 
fidence of its being the frue one. He grants 
that “éyeyA. is much more frequent than 
é6yA.,” the very circumstance, I wd say, that 
occasioned éyA. here to be altered to évoyA., 
prob. suggested by the scholiasts—and no won- 
der, considering the rarity of the term and ite 
obscurity. Nor is this the only passage in 
which that has occasioned the altern of dyA. to 
évoyrX. See Hdian vi. 3, 9. Besides, oyAsi- 
o@az was a technical term used by Hippocr., of 
being troubled by disorders of any kind. See 
exx. in Foes., to wh. add a passege of an ano- 
nymous writer in Suidas in éyA wéije of a person 
doGevela caparor d6y\ovmevoy. And so the 
active form occurs in Artem. 1. ii. 3 & 1, 33, va 
Toavra amwoxpOivra ovxits ivoydct. Read 


95 


éyAet, wh. must have been in the archetype of 
the ancient MS. B, though the scribe carelessly 
wrote voort. From the above source prob. 
Luke the physician derived his use of the word 
in Acts v. 16, pipowres doOevais wal dyAov- 
pévous Ur6 wWytundrwv dxabdorwr (sine v.1.), 
and hence he was sure to employ it here, esp. 
as it was in use in the Hellenistic and Asiatic 
Greek dialect. So Tob. vi. 7, édv ra dyxAg 
Cuinoviov, and Artemid. ubé . Comp. also 
Habak. it. 15, ixoruow sSxAoumdvyny for 
6yxAovcay, 

Vor wd, I have, fr. almost all the critical 
editors, adopted azo, fr. almost all the uncials, 
and almost all the best curses. [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 1187, 88, 1192, Ser. k, p, v, z, H, P], and 
confirmed by internal evidence in this peculiar 
use of d7rd, on wh. see note on Acts iv. 36. 

22. cai ixBdA. +d bv.— ws wovnpoy] On 
further consideration of the difficulty connected 
with the true énterpretation of these words, it 
occurs to me that the best mode of encountering 
it is to regard the words as a highly figurative 
mode of expression unexampled eleewh., but 
prob. one of common life in Syria and Palestine, 
to denote the defaming of any one’s name and 
character by speaking evil of and against the 
person,—what we denote by maliyning the repu- 
tation of any one. Thus it squares exactly with 
| Matt. v.11, «ai elarwos way wovnpdy (calumny) 
xaQ’ uw, where see note. It can hardly be 
uoubied that the passage of Matt. was in Luke's 
mind. 

23. xdpnre, wh. I el ee with Matt., Gr., 
Sch., Ln., T., & Al., fr. almost all the ancient 
uncials and, Tis. says, 150 cures., is also in 
nearly all the Lam., Ser., & Mus. copies; and 
it is confirmed by internal evidence, from its 
being the more recondite idiom, for wh. the 
usual imper. indic. was likely to be introduced 
by the revisers fr. the verss. and scholiasts, so 
as to match with oxtprijcare. But had it been 
Luke's purpose to make it exactly tally, he 
would have written ox:prare. As it is, the 
imper. lst aor. oxiprycoy 1 find no where else; 
and, indeed, the suhjunct. ueed, as here, in the 
3rd peraon in the hortative sense is, I apprehend, 
unprecedented elsewhere, though with the Ist 

reon freq. Accordingly, this seems to have 
bee an idiom of provincial (i. e. Syrian) Greek : 
and considering that the force of the word is 
hortative — suasive, the an pa of the 
passage will be, “ ye must (lit. ought to) rejoice 
and be right glad,” i.e. aul ; 

24. For éyepOeis, Tis. still reads, and now 
maintains, the genuineness of drey., fr. BL 13, 
33, 106, 124 (Tadd Burl. MS., om by Wets.]: 
while Al., with Ln., retains éy. rightly, since 
dey. seems a mere conformation to the pre- 
ceding and to || Mk. 

25. After the 2nd ova BKLSX 1, 13, 69, 157, 
206 et al. [add Scr. 2], and a few curss. omit 
the duty, which is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
and by Al. pronounced supplementary to con- 
form to the above. But the addition could 
hardly be thought so nece: as to get into all 

e copies exc. 10 or ll. It was rather ex- 
ponged in those few in order to do away with a 
needless repetition, and impart force. 

26. duit» after ovai ie cancd by Ln, Tis., & 
Al., fr. all the uncials exc. DA, and all the best 
curss,, to which add all the Lam., Scr. copies, 
likewise Mus. 5540, 5731, 11838, 17982, also the 
It., Vig., & Goth. verss., Marc., Bas., & Chr. 1. 
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And since internal evidence ie rather unfavour- 
able, I would now double-bracket it, but remove 
the brackets fr. wavres, for reasone which will 
appear fr. note on Mk. v. 12, more espy since 
external evidence is nearly equal, and internal 
evidence is rather in its favour, inasmuch as 

was no reason for adding, but more than 
one for removing, the word, which might to 
some critics seem to involve something over- 
charged, or otherwise to be scrupled at, and who 
consequently expunged it. 

. For vuiv, Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis. 2 read 
buas, fr. ADKMPRXAT &, Tis. says, 55 curse. 
[add Lam. 1177, 79, Scr. 1, m, n, p, w). But 
it seems a mere correction to more usual constrn, 
perhaps suggested by || Matt., as Tis. now sees, 
who has restored duty. I am now inclined 
to read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., wepi for bwin, 
fr. BL, since though the authority for it is very 
slender, it is confirmed by internal evidence 
being in its favour, at least, as it is weighed by 
Tie., who remarks, “ Apud Lucam epi etiam 
Act. viii. 15 [add Lk. xxii. 32] ap. Paul. utrum- 

ue sepius ; sed Col. i. 3, repi a permultis in 
vrip mutatur, non item i. 9, drip in wept ;” 
yet fr. Acts xii. 5 (where see note), compared 
with Acts viii. 24, de0n72 umwip éuou, there ise 
great reason to think that Lk. did not use dwiép; 
and hence I cannot consent to displace it here 
for wepi. 

34. For davei{nre, Tis. & Al. read davel{ere, 
fr. ADFKLPXAA & 20 cures, [add Lam. 1176, 
77, 87, Scr. i, 0, p, w, y, Zz, P, Mus. 5540!, 
118381, 174701, 57977, 16lé3 & 41]. Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. a mml corrn, as if it were 
likely that the evangeliet should have neglected 
so ordinary a grammatical propriety, which he 
has on all other occasions en in number) uni- 
formly observed. And though this slip in 
Grecism, derived fr. the inexact pena of 
common life, may be found in other N. T. 
writers, yet the exx. are few, and, if closely 
examined, will almost disappear, some of them 
being mere téacisms, as gya: in 2 Cor. viii. 12, 
Col. iii. 13, orrxare in 1] Theses. iii 8, and ed- 
ayyeAifere in Gal. i. 8. Indeed, the only 
certain example is in 1 Joh. v. 15, wai éav 
olégauey Ott axove:, &c.; yet even there the 
flaw consiets not in the using of the wron 
mood, but the wrong particle, since for ay, had 
ei been employed, ail would have been right, 
and perspicuity, inetead of obscurity, been im- 
parted to the passage. See my note there. 

As respects the vi before duapr., cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDELMPSV al & very 
many cures. [add Lam. 1176, 78, 79, 93, Scr. k, 
1, m, n, 0, p. q, v, w, H, Mus. 5468, 5559, 
11836 & 8, 16945, 18211], Tam now disposed 
to place it between brackets as possibly intro- 
duced fr. v. 33. 

For dmoXtafety, Tis. & Al. read AaBety, fr. 
BL 237 & Just. Mar. But the authority is 
insufficient ; and internal evidence is unfavour- 
able, from its being less likely that Aa. should 
have been altered to amok. in all the copies but 
3, than that in those the preposn in composn 
sbould have been uroppen. as txfr. xviii. 10, 
where sce note. Tap a kai is removed by 
Tis. & Al., fr. BL 157 & Cop. v. But it was 
far less likely to have been tnserted fr. v. 32 in 
all the copies but 3, than to have been lost in 
those three by inadvertence of scribes, who, for 
reasons wh. I have before pointed out more 
than once, and shown by many exx., off omit 


ydp. What I have just ssid applies to the 
omission, at v. 36, of ot» in the same copies 
with D & 3 curss., which Tis. 3 has restored; 
who has also recalled the xai after xa0ws, which 
he had, with Ln., expunged, remarking that 
«a8ws, without the addition of «ai, is far more 
frequent, and hence was more likely to be 
omitted (or removed) than added. 

37. The xai before uf) xatrad.«., inserted by 
T. & A., fr. BLSX & about 15 curss, [add L. 
1175, 78, Mus. 5540 & 17982], is deficient in 
external authority, and that not compensated by 
internal evidence, since it was quite as likely to 
have crept in fr. the «ai preceding, as to have 
been lost by carelessness of scribe. 

38. The two «ai’s before cecaX. and vwepex. 
are cancd by L., T., & A., fr. BDL & 1, 69, 
131. Thus, here again, the seemingly super- 
abundant accumulation of «ai’s proved a stum- 
bling-block to the critics, and occasioned con- 
fusion in the text. Yet, considering that «ai 
was more likely to be put in than put out, and 
that the authority for removal is so slender, no 
case is made out for change of text; which 
would not have been thought of, had the critics 
who omitted the two «xai’s, and the editors who 
expunged them, perceived that they were very 
likely to be employed by Luke for the sake of 
more forcibly specifying the two principal of the 
several modes among the Jews of giving good 
and liberal measure. 

39. For wecovvrat, iuwecovuvrat, ed. by 
L., T., & A., fr. BCDFLX & 10 cures. [add 
Lam. 528, 1177, Scr. y, Mus. 5468], is quite as 
likely to be a gloss on, or correction of, recoty- 
Tat, as weo. an altern fr. || Matt. xv. 14, where 
see my note. 

40. avrou after dd. ie cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, 
& Al., fr. BDLX & 10 curss. [add Mus, 5559, 
11836], and internal evidence is quite unfavour- 
able, since, as Tis. 3 (who has restored the word) 
now sees, it was far more likely to be re- 
moved, because not in || Matt., and involvi 
not very pure Greek, than to have been casostea 
in al] the copics but 16, for no particular reason. 

42. 4 is cancd by T. & A, fr. B & 2 It. copies, 
on the surmise of its being brought in fr. || Matt. ; 
but internal evidence is adverse, it being far 
less likely to have been interpolated in all the 
copies exc. one, than in that one been removed 
by critics, who oft elsewh. stumble at the par- 
ticle so used, and either remove it, or alter it to 
xai, of which exx. tually occur. It is very 
improbable that Lk. should have omitted to use 
a particle wh. is almost indispensable to potnt 
the interrogation. 

43, After wdAw ie inserted avdd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BL 1, 13, 69, 124, 131, 157, 146, b, g, y, 
Cop., Arm., the word having, they suppose, been 
removed because not in |j Matt. vii. 15. But 
that is not the chief reason for the removal : 
that would rather be, Al. thinks, that the par- 
ticle was not understood. In like manner, at 
Mk. vii. 14, he thinks “a waAc» presented in 
BDLA was altered because not understood "—s 
thing very improbable in either case to have 
taken place in all the copies exc. a little knot of 
copies almost inseparable. One may rather sup 
that in both passages the waX. wae inserted, in 
this fr. the scholiasts, in the other fr. crit. cor- 
rection. See my note. 

44, Icannot, with T. & A., adopt the position 
arag. tovy., fr. BCDLX & 10 curses. [add 
Lam. 1188 & Scr. y, z, H], because internal 
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evidence is adverse, it being far more probably 
a corm of style, than the ordinary position * an 
accommodation to ovAA. cua,” as Tis. pro- 
nounces—as if such a corrn could ever have 
“tia much less got into all the copies but 


45. The 2nd av8p., and the words Ono. +. x. 

a. are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BDL) 130, 131, 
Ital. a, b, g,i, Cop. The words may have come, 
as T. & A. suppose, fr. || Matt.; but they were 
more probably expunged by critics, who thought 
the composn faptaved by their removal. There 
is far stronger authority (to wh. I could add not 
a little) for the cancelling of the rou and Tie 
Just before by L., T., & Al.: and internal evi- 
dence being unfavourable, J wd now bracket the 
words, As to the cancelling of the words 1 
cavpoy 77% Kapdius, on such slender authority 
as BDL 1, 69, 131 [add Ser. y & L. 1188], and 
some Lat. copies of It. & Vig. verss., it is so strong 
an instance of the short-cut as occurs no where 
else in the Gr. Test., and was least likely to 
have place in St. Luke's writings. 

For reQeneAXiwto yao t. vr. witp., T. & 
A. read d:a 16 kadae oixodopstoOat abthy, fr. 
BL 33, 157, Cop., lat. Syr.mg. But I agree with 
Ln. in rejecting it, because the extreme scanti- 
ness of external authority is not compensated by 
internal evidence, since although the t. rec. may 
have been derived fr. || Matt., yet the character 
of the style is by no means that of Luke, but 
rather that of a petty critic, who dere, though 
not at || Matt., thought fit thus to remove what 
he deemed a tautology. 

49, That gwrecey should have come fr. || Matt. 
vii. 27, and got into all the copies but a com- 
paratively few, is ee. improbable, for cui bono ? 
On the other hand, iwecey did not well call for 
crit. corrn, and the reading cuvéwecey is too ele- 
gant a one to have come fr. Alexand. crities. On 
the whole, internal evidence, properly weighed, 
is in favour of cuvéwscey, a term not too refined 
for St. Luke's style, though, as being supra 
captum librarsorum, not unlikely to have passed 
into the simple and usual ixecey. The antiquity 
of the reading is evinced by its being found in 
B (teste Mato) DLR 1, 13, 33, 69, 124, & 10 
others [add Ser. y, z, H). 


VII. 1. For éaei 82, Ln. & Tis. read éwe:di, 
fr. ABC!X 124, 254, 299 [add Mus. 5540, 5731, 
Ser. w}]: while Al. retains t. rec., regarding the 
other, with Meyer, as an error of scribe: and 
indeed the forms é7el, iwei di, and_éwe:dh are 
freq. confounded in MSS., both of the N. T. & 
class. writers : but internal evidence, as will ap- 

fr. note on Matt. xxi. 46, is in favour of 
wei 2é being here the genuine reading. 

4. I would now, with L., T., & <A., read 
wapitn, fr. BCDEHILRXA & 20 curss., exclus. 
of Lam. 1177, 79, Scr. h, 0, p, q, v, w, Mus. 


5468, 5540, 5777, 17740. 
6. I with Ln. in rejecting the transposn 
of o éxar. pid., adopted by T. & A., fr. BCLX 


33, 131, 157, & c, e, Cop., Eth., internal evi- 
dence as well as external discountenancing the 
change, since that such a “rearrangement to 
bring the nomin. nearer to the verb” (so Al. 
terms it) should have been made in all the copies 
but 7, is far less credible than that the other 
arrangement should have been introduced into 
those 7 by critics, prob. suggested by It. vers. 
The same remark a plies to the transposn ixayds 
lus, adopted by Tis. & Al, fr. B only & 3 
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a of the It. vers. and 3 of the Vig, though 
only a mere crit. corrn to introduce a neater 
collocation of the words. 

The transposn pou bxd rTiy oréyny, found in 
CDLMX &, T. says, 35 curas. [add L. 528, 
1175, 78, 88, 93, Scr. i, 1, m, n, p i Yr, U, Y, 2, 
Mus. 5559, 573i, 1183, 6 & 8, 15581, 16184, 
16943, 18211, and the Burl. MS.,om. by Wets.}, 
prob. came fr. || Matt. 

7. For la@jcerat, Tis. & Al. read babsre, 
supposing t. rec. fr. || Matt.: but it seems only 
one of the many arbitrary crit. correcns in those 
two MSS. confined to one Gospel, and not ex- 
tending to the parallel one. 

12. For vids povoy., Tis. & Al. edit povoy. 
vies, fr. BLX, but no cursives: nor can I add 
any, and I see no reason, any more than did Ln., 
for receiving it. Al., indeed, pronounces t. rec. 
‘*a rearrangement :” but the reading he adopts 
is, considering the state of the evidence, far 
more likely to be such, being indeed, ae I have 
shown, the more class, position: though there 
was a reason why sovoy. should here and viii. 
42 have been placed (as it often is in the Sept.) 
after vice, namely, that it might be brought into 
closer connexion with 77 u1rpl, as the peculiar 
construcn with dat. was required in order to make 
the sense distinct. Tis. now sees the matter in 
thie light, since he has restored t. rec., and also 
just r avry, for airn, wh. he had, with Ln. 
& Al., adopted on slender evidence, but wh. he 
now shows to be not trustworthy. He continues, 
with Al., to exclude the Hw after ixavoe, wh. he 
so far justifies as to induce me to bracket it: 
and were not internal evidence equally balanced, 
] would cancel it. 

16. For épnyepras, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
AyéOn, fr. ABCDL 1, 13, 118, 131. But ex- 
ternal evidence is insufficient, and internal 
against the change, wh. seems a mere gramm] 
correcn not to be defended, as Tis., 1 find, now 
sees, who has restored t. rec., remarking as to 
the other reading: ‘At sepius perf., quod 
Le. adamat, testes multi ac boni cum aor. muta- 
runt, cf. ad 9, 7, item infra vv. 20, 24—26. 
Item 6q. éweoxéyaro valuisse videtur ad hyépOy 
substituendum.” 

18. For [wdavvn, lw duvet, wh. Tis. 3 adopte, 
fr. AB, seems to have arisen fr. mere itacism. 

19. tov xiprov, wh. Tis. 3 has ed., for réy 
"Inoouy, fr. BLR 13, 33, 69, 157, I suspect it to 
be a mere crit. correcn oa a by the Lat. 
verse. For @\Xoyv, the reading ¢repov found in 
the uncials & 15 curss. [add I.am. 1179, Scr. z, 
H, Mus. 11836, 18211), was derived fr. || Matt. 

2). For aiv7H, Tis. & Al. (not Ln.) read 
ixeivy, fr. BL 1, 33, 69, 157 [add Scr. y, H]: 
and internal evidence would seem to be rather 
in its favour, if at least, as Tis. thinks, it savours 
of a corrector as presenting “aliquid multo sig- 
nificantius ;” but that is evidently too fanci- 
ful, and it is rather éxeivy wh. “ correctorem pro- 
dit ;” in fact, it seems a capricious alteration sug- 
gested by several 8 of the Gospel. 

The +6 before BrAéweww -is caned by Lna., 
Tis., & Al., fr. most of the uncials and very 
many curss., besides 26 Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies. But internal evidence is not favourable, 
inasmuch as the ro was less likely to be re- 
peated fr. the -ro final of the word preceding, 
than the 7rd to be absorbed in the -vo final; 
which latter was the more likely to happen, 
since the peculiar force of the art., as denoting 
the faculty of sight, was not likely to be known 
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to the acribes, though it must have been well 
known to Luke the physician. 

28. yap is cancd by Tis. 2 & Al., fr. B 33 & 
5 others [add Lam. £175, 77, 79, Scr. y, 2]. and 
some verss. But external evidence is insufficient, 
and internal is unfavourable, inasmuch as the 

rticle was more likely to have been removed 

y critics, as better away, and as not found in 
l| Matt., than to have been tnserted. ‘Tis. is 
now aware of this, since he has restored the yap. 

31. The disputed words elwe d& 6 Kup. are 
abs. not only fr. all the uncials, but, as Tis. 
reckons, fr. 150 curss., to wh. I can add all the 
Mus. copies: and internal evidence being against 
them, as probably derived fr. || Lk., they have 
been with reason rejected by the more recent 
editors. 

32. For xal Aéyouoy, Tis. & Al. read Aé- 
yorres, fr. DL & {3; 69, 124, 346, and some It. 
copies. Al. regards t. rec. and some other vv. 
ll., as all corrections of a harsh construction : 
and Tis. 3 goes so far as to say “‘ tot variantes 
non possunt nisi a lectione a nobis recepta ex- 

licari.”” It would rather seem that here, as at 
i Matt. xi. 6, it is xai Adyoures that is the 
correction of a somewhat harsh and unusual 
construcn, since a nomin. particip. in such a posi- 
tion is unclassical. 

33. éo8. dpr. & why. oly. is read by Tie & 
Al., fr. BL & 2 curss.: and Al. pronounces 
t. rec. “‘a transposn for elegance.” But the 
elegance is not such as could have occasioned 
ite introduction into all the copies but four. 

34. Tis. 3 adopts ZoOey, fr. D, aleo supr. 33, 
fr. BD. It is not in B here, but it is at v. 33, 
and elsewh. lt was prob. the original readiug, 
as will appear fr. note on Mk. i. 6, xii. 40. 

35. Ln., Tis., & Al. remove wavyrwy from 
after airns to after dwo, oi rags the ordinary 
earele of the word to have arisen fr. its 

ing first omitted as not in || Matt., and then 
restored, though at the wrong place. The word 
is, indeed, abs. fr. 5 uncials & 23 cures. (excl. of 
Lam. 528, Scr. i, & Mus. 16183 & 4), but it 
was not inadvertently omitted, but removed by 
critics as to @ more w# position, not, as 
Al. says, to a wrong place, it being employed 
where it is by the evangelist for intensity of 
sense. Tis. 3 now, I find, sees the matter in 
this light, and has restored the word to its usual 
place; which, however, the critics either ex- 
punged as superfluous, and not found in |} Matt., 
or removed to the more usual pogitn. 

36. For rhv olatav, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit roy 
olxov, fr. BDL 1, 33, 69, 124, 131, Marcion, & 
Amphil., and Al. supposes t. rec, “an altera- 
tion to the term more usual in this Gospel,” 
which, however, may be questioned ; at any rate. 
that rh olxiav shd have been brought into all 
the MSS. exc. a little knot of 8 copies in the 
closest connexion is far less probable than that 
vou olxov was a crit. correcn to remove a tau- 
tology and promote variation. 

37 The «al before éwryvovca, wh. I have, 
with Ln., Tis., & Ai., edited, fr. ABEMPSVXA 
& 50 curss., exclus. of Lam. 528, 1176 & 77, 93, 
Scr. h, 1, m,n, w. H, Mus. 5540, 5468, 5777, 
15581, 16184, 16943, 17982, 18211, & Burl. MS. 
(omd by Wets.), is fully confirmed by internal 
evidence, since the «ai, oft obtruded as if neces- 
Bary at a particip., was more likely to be removed 
than inserted. I still decline to receive xaré- 
xavrat, for t. rec. dvd«.,on such slender external 
evidence as ABDLX 33, esp. because internal 
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evidence is unfavourable, inasmuch as it was 
less likely that «ava«. shd have been altered in 
all the copies but 6 to match with dvexAi0n, 
than that in those 6 dvaxr. was altered to 
xatakA. in order to match xarecX. at the last 
verse occurring in those copies and in two others, 
namely, 1 & 131, the constant companions of 23 
and those uncials, 

38. Tis. 3 has restored the ordinary positn of 
éwriow, wh. he had, with Ln. & Al., placed 
after oracu, fr. BDLX & 15 cuss. [add Lam. 
1187 & 88, Scr. z]; but, as he now sees, in op- 
poss to internal evidence. He remarks that the 
cause of the rearrangement was the critical 
reviser, perceiving the close connexion in sense 
of dwicw with oraoa, thinking that they ought 
to be brought imto juxtaposition. 

41, For ypaw®., Ln., Tis. & Al. edit 

peod., as I have now done, fr. ABDEFGK 

MPSVXA and some carss., though not speci- 
fied by the editors, exc. Matt., who adduces 
it fr. bis MSS. o, v, y, w. J can, howr, add 
Lam. 1176, 77, 78, 87, 92, 93, Scr. i, v, w, x, H, 
P, Mus. 5540, 17982, and at xvi. 5 Matth. ad- 
duces it fr. MSS. o, v, x, where it occurs in 
Lam. 1176, 77, 92, Scr. o, s, v, w, H, P, Mus. 
6559, 5777, 5540, 16183 & 4, 17470. It is used 
by Hippocr. Epist. p. 1285, and occasionally 
occurs in the Sept., as Job xxxi. 37, Prov. xxix. 
13, at least in the Alex. and a few other ancient 
MSS. ; and it is prob. the original reading of the 
Sept. translators; and the ypzew@. of B and 
others a mere crit. altern to the purer Greek 
term, though even that is of rarer use in the 
classl writers, and only occurs in Plutarch, Dio 
Cass., & sop, and hence ought not to be re- 

rded as an Attic form, but only a purer Greek 
orm founded on a more correct composition of 
the two parts of the word, the oo coalescing by 
contracn into w: whereas in the other form the 
composn is fr. ype’ (for yosa) and épetA., which 
irregular composn was formed and came first 
into use in the Jonic dialect, as is attested by 
its uee in Hippocr., and then passed into the 
Alexandn Gr., and finally into the Sept. & 
Apollonius, whence it came to be used by Luke. 

42. The é2 after éyovr. is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BDL, Ev. oo add Mus. 5540, 5559, 
6777, 14774, 16183, 17470, & Scr. w], and the 
Syr., Vig., Cop., & Arm. verss.; but internal 
evidence does not compensate for incompetent 
external authority, it being far more prob. that 
the particle shd have been inadvertently lost, 
or removed because thought superfluous, than 
introduced into all the rest for connexion. 
How oft the former case occurs I have shown 
by many exx. here, and have elsewh. pointed 
out the cause, namely, the ¢é being ex- 
pressed in an obscure abbreviation, and thus 
escaping notice. 

For atrov ayar., dyan. abr. is edited by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BFLX 33, 157 [add Lam. 
1178}, insufficient authority, and not counter- 
balanced by internal evidence in favour, since it 
was more likely that airdwehd have been car- 
ried forward, for the purpose of polishing the 
atyle, in 7 copies, than removed backward after 
éyam. in all the rest. Tis. prob. now sees the 
matter in this light, since he has restored the 
ordinary positn. 

44. For rots wodav pov, the reading pov 
vovs wodac, ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BDX 33 
[add Lam. 1179], rests on insufficient external 
authority, and that not compensated by internal, 
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since it was more likely to be a crit. correcn of 
style in 4 copies, than that in all the rest the 
constrn shd, as Aj). supposes, have been 
sy gradually changed to suit the next clause.” 
I have brackd trys xedadryHs, cancd by Ln. & 
Al., fr. ABDKLP 1, 28, 131—57 [add Lam. 
1777, Ser. p, w, Mus. 5540], internal evidence 
being in favour of its absence. 

46 I am now inclined to adopt 7. wud. pow, 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. all the most ancient 
unciale and several curss., besides Lam. 1175, 76, 
78, 92, Scr. bh, i, k, v, x, H, P, Mus. 5540, & 
al.: and internal evidence confirms exterval 
authority, since t. rec. scems a mere conforma- 
tion of the position ef the words, adapted to 
that in the last verse. 

4]. The readings at7y ui dpaprtiat, abriis 
al duapr., and others presented by certain 
MSS., to wh. might be added others of the Scr. 
copies, are al] emendations proceeding fr. critics, 
and suggested by verss. or parallel eB. 
*"Agdéeavras has been varieusly altered here and 
at the next verve, just as at the similar pa 
of Matt. ix. 2, 5, Mk. ii. 5, 9, where I have 
pointed out the casse of such alterations, 


VIIE. 3. I am now inclined to receive, for 
ab’rew, aitoiés, fr. most of the ancials and ve 
many cures., with all the Lam. MSS. exc. 3, 
Ser. h, k, q, r, v, H, Mus. 5468, 5731, 5559, 
11838, 16183 & 4, 16943, 17982 1 m., & 1821], 
confirmed by most of the ancient veres., and, 
what is more, by internal evidence, from ite 
being the more di reading, and such as was 
likely to be brought in as seeming called for by 
the circumstance ef the Lond's healing of the 
persons just before mentioned. 

I am atill of opinion that. for dad, éx, ed. by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDKL & 18 curse. [add 
Scr. p, w, Mas. 5540], cannot be admitted, since 
insufficient exsernal authority is not compensated 
by internal evidence, it being far less likely. that 
&aod should have been a crit. correcn and have 
come into all the copies but 25, than that in 
these copies ix should have been a gramml 
correcn-——a matter that may be much questioned, 
if at least ra iwapy. be here taken to denote 
Saculiates, substance, property. But it is possible 
that those crilics took ix Tay swapyovTey in 
the classicul eense, as put for éx Tay TWapovresy, 
as in Plato, Epist. 7 (eee Thucyd. iii. 109), 
which, however, is far less suitable here ; nor is 
it ever found in N.T., nor, I believe, in the 
Sept.; whereas in the sense possessions it occurs 
several times in N. T. and very oft in the Sept., 
and ax6 (not ix) rwy iwapyorray Buciriws, 
** out of the king's property,” occurs in Esdr. vi. 

Since, however, there is no vestige of such 
an interpretation of éwapy. in any of the an- 
cient verss. or commentators, it is probable that 
the critics took it in the sense possesstons, pro- 
perty, and merely altered dd to ix as better 
Greek, having in mind such es as Xen, 
An. vi. 4, 9, dapay ix tH vrapyévTev, dt 
&Suvuvro xa\dora. 

6. For treeev, Tis. & Al. edit xaréw., fr. 
BLR. But internal evidence does not compen- 
sate for the deficiency of external, since it were 
far lees likely that xaréwecey shd have been 
altered to é-., fr. || Matt. & Mk., in all the 
copies but three, than that in those three the 
simple verb shd have been altered to the more 
class. compound (as oft in that class of MSS. : 
see Matt. xv. 14, Lk. vi. 39, 49) for the sake of 
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oy the sense, though without reason. 
See Heb. xi. 30, and note. 
8. I have, with Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., 


& Al., adopted ele for éai, fr. almost all the 
best unciels and very many curss., besides all 
the Lam. & Scr., and almost all the Mus. copies 
of most weight, confirmed by internal evidence, 
since éwi was prob. adopted by critics fr. || Matt., 
as ia also found to be the case at Mk. iv. 8 in 
not a few copies. 

. Agyoures is cancd by Ln. & Tis. 2, fr. 
BDL 1, 33, 157, 346, It., Vig., Cop., & Arm 
verss., but on insufficient external, not com 
pensated by internal evidence, since it could no 
well have been tnzerted, but might, as Al. ob- 
serves, have been removed on account of the t- 
direct consirn following ; a principle which might 
on several other occasions, if brought to mind, 
have induced him to at least pause, or, as here, 
with Tis. 3, to retrace his steps by restoring the 


t. rec. 

16. For éwitriOnocv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
vi€ne., fr. BDFLA & 10 cures. But [ wd atill 
retain t. rec., since internal evidence, P hg 
weighed, is in ite favour, as will appear fr. my 
notes on Mk. iv. 21 & viii. 25. 

21. avroy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDA &, Tis. says, 33 curss. es Lam. 1175, 
77, Scr. k, 0, w, Mus. 5540, 14774, 15581, 16943, 
Cov. 2], with several of the ancient verss. But 
internal evidence does not confirm external, 
since although alroy might be added by scholiasts 
to fill up constrn, yet it was more likely 
to be removed by critics to polish the style; and 
the character of the most ancient evidence in its 
favour confirms this view. 

25. tor: after wov is caned by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABLX 1 &, Tis. says, 10 others [add 
Lam. 1176, 77, Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540, 16184}, 
It., Vig., &c. It may be, as Al. says, supple- 
mentary; and the passage wh. I have adduced 
fr. Esch. Socr. may seem to confirm that view : 
but, considering the elegance of style in that 
writer, it does not disprove that which I am now 
inclined to prefer, that the word was removed by 
the Alex, critics in order to polish the style; 
and the fewness of the copies (and those almost 
all of the Alexn family) attesting its absence 
confirms that view. 

26. I would now receive dutinéipa, found in 
almost all the uncials, including (¢este Maio) B 
&, Tis. says, 50 curss. [add Law., all exc. 2, 528, 
& 1177, . h, i, k, 0, p, vy, HE Mus. 1810, 
5540, 5777, 11838, 14774, 1558, 16183 & 4, 
17740}: and iaternal evidence confirms strong 
external, the reading bearing the stamp of 
genuineness in the peculiarity of its form. 

28. xal before avaxp. is cancd by La., Tis. 2, 
& Al., fr. BLX & 5 cures., with the It. & Vig. 
verss. : and Al. pronounces it ‘‘ inserted for con- 
nexion.” But that cannot be, since, as Tis. 3 
remarks, the particle kere does not connect parti- 
ciples, but apoduss inservet. In short, the re- 
moval of the particle is, as Tis. now sees, a 
manifest corrn proceeding fr. critics, who did 
not perceive that throughout the whole passage 
Lk. consents much more with Mk., who © 
particle, than with Mati. who omits it. 

29. For wapiyyeAt, I would now read 
wapiyyeAXev, fr. almost all the uncials and 
many curss., exclus. of Lam. 1177, 78, 87, 92, 
Ser. h, i, p, w, Mus. 5559 1 m. et al., confirmed 
by internal evidence. For ideopeiro, Tis, & 
Al. read édsepedaro, fr. BLX 33. But inter- 
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nal evidence confirms the strongest external in 
favour of —sitro, since deouéw is a very rare 
form (occurring only in the later Gr. writers, 
as Aquila, Clem. Alex., Olympiod., & a few 
others referred to by L. Dind. on Steph. Thes.), 
instead of the far purer Gr. deouedw, occurring 
in the purest Gr. writers, as Hom., Hesiod, 
Eurip., Plato, & others; and was likely to be 
brought in here by critl correction, esp. as occur- 
ring in Matt. xxiii. 4, Acts xx. 4. Tis. now 
sees the matter in this light, and has restored 
édeapetro. 

32. I still continue to reject, with Ln., wap- 
exaXeoay, adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. only BCL 
1, 33, 124, 243, for reasons which IJ have already 
given, and which are confirmed by what [ have 
observed in note on || Mk. v. 12. 

34. For yeyevnuévoy I have, with all the 
recent editors, adopted ye-yovos, fr. ABCDKL 
PRUX & 35 curss. {add Lam. 1177, Scr. p, Mus. 
6540, 5468, al.], confirmed by internal evidence, 
since it was most likely that the Alexn form 
shd be changed to the purer Gr. form by critl 
revisers, as has oft happened elsewh. See note 
on Acts vii. 40, where yéyovey is altered to 
éyévero in ABC & 4 curas., wh. is adopted by 
Ln. & Al, against internal evidence. 

37. I cannot yet, either here or supr. v. 26, 
for adapnvay, adopt Tepacny. fr. only BCD, 
It., Vig., & Sah. verss., for reasons wh. will ap- 
pear fr. Excurs. I. at the end of my Gr. T. vol. i. 

is. 3 has restored the rd before wX., both here 
and elsewh. in the parallel 8, adopting 
the view wh. I have always taken of the matter. 

38. o’Incous is cancd by Tis. & Al. (not Ln.), 
fr. BDL 1, 131, 157, It., Cop., & Sah. verss.,— 
very insufficient authority, and that not com- 
ramon by internal evidence in its favour, since 

t was far less likely to be inserted in all the 
copies exc. 6 ‘‘ as supplementary,” than to have 
been omitted in those 6 (the closest of con- 
geners) by error of scribes, who oft pass over the 
word, written as it always is by abbreviation. 
It might, indeed, be expunged by the critical 
revisers, in order to remove a sort of tautol 
in the repetition so soon of 6 "Incovs. But 
see not how o can be dispensed with, esp. if the 
words are aati as they ought to be, and as 
they were long since by R. Stephens, and re- 
cently by Tis., aires dwédr. 

42. I atill reject the wopedacOa: for brayety, 
and the insertion of «ai éyévero, esp. on such 
slender authority, internal evidence, too, being 
ot for vrdyaty, and not quite in favour 
of the added words, since althongh this formula 
has been sometimes stumbled at, and so expunged 
by crities, yet it has been at other times, per- 
haps here, introduced, on little more real autho- 
rity than the fertile brain of critics, aided by the 
Lat. verss. 

43. For ox’, Ln. & Tis. read dé’, fr. ABR 
254: while Al. retains dw’, rightly, since the 
insufficiency of external authority is not com- 
pensated by internal evidence; for dw’ was 
more likely to arise fr. error of scribes, who oft 
confound vwed with dao, than that dwd should 
have been altered to dd in all the copies 
exc. 4. It is true that internal evidence might 
seem in favour ef awd as being the rarer and 
more recondite term ; but that canon of criticism 
does not apply to idioms or constrna 80 very rare 
as to no where else occur, which is the case here, 
for I cannot find a single example of zp. folld 
by gwd, and of Gep. folld by iwd only 8 or 9, 
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including the t passage and that of Lk, 
supra v. 15, where I have ily shown that the 
words iw’ avrou have been causelessly expunged 
by Ln.. Tis., & Al. 

45. For per’ abrov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ovv avrw, fr. ACDLPRU & 20 curss. [add 
Lam. 1177, 87, Scr. p, z]. But internal evi- 
dence is rather in favour of uer’ avrov, wh. 
might be altered by critics to civ abr, as at 
2 Tim. iv. 11. 

46. Tis. 3 now restores the ordinary pone 
pov ris, but he etill retains, with Al., for 
e€eAO., eLeAndv8., fr. BL 33, Orig. regarding 
t. rec. as the more usual form. Yet that an 
alteration should have been made in all the 
copies but 3, for the purpose of introducing a 
more usual form,—wh. howr is not quite ascer- 
tained to be such,—ie hardly to be supposed. 
The altern scems rather to rest with those 3 
MSS., and was, I think, introduced for the sake 
of inculcating a pluperf. sense, which, however, 
is not necessary, since the passage may best be 
rendered thus: ‘‘Somebody did touch me, for 
I myself perceived power to have gone out 
of me.” 

47. The 2d atrow is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABC°7DLX & 12 curss. [add Lam. 
1179, Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540], with the Syr., 
Copt., & Arm. verss. But internal evidence is 
unfavourable, since the word was far more likely 
to be expunged, in 21 copies, to remove a tauto- 
logy, than to be supplied (as Al. avers) in all the 
rest of the copies so unnecessarily. 

48. Bapoe: is cancd by L., T., & A., fr. BDL 
& 7 curss., with the It. & a verss.; and Al. 
supposes it introduced from || Matt. But it may 
rather have been removed by critics, who thought 
it better away, and observed it absent fr. || Mk. 
For Wiyarep, Tis. edits —io, fr. BEL, also at 
l| Matt., fr. DGL, & Mk., fr. BDL1179; while 
L. & A. receive the form at Matt., but reject 
it at Mk. & Lk. It recurs at Joh. xiii. 15, in 
9 uncials, but no cursives, where L., Tis., & AL 
have received it. Since the authority for it is, 
in any of the passages, but slender, it is better 
either to receive it in all (as does Tis.), or in 
none, as 1 have done. The question, howr, is 
whether the form ever really existed,—or whe- 
ther what seems a peculiar form be really such, 
or merely a misspelling arising from itacism. 
It may be such, since almost all the MSS. which 

resent it abound in itacisms. It never, I be- 
ieve, occurs in any class. writer, even of the 
latest Greek. I have, however, met with it a 
few times in the Sept., e. g. Judg. xi. 35, Ps. xliv. 
11, Ruth iii. 16, Pe. cxxxvi. 8, Isa. x. 30, xlvii. 
1, 5, Mic. iv. 8in B & al., Mic. iv. 10 in B al., 
at iv. 13 in B & al., Mic. v. 1, in all the copies. 
Hence the idiom seems to have been a real 
form, and of Alex. Greek : but how far it ex- 
tended, and whether it was likewise of Syrias 
Greek, is uncertain : prob. it was such. 

49. Tis. 3 has now restored the aurw, wh. he 
had cancd, fr. 6 MSS., though, as he now sees, 
in direct opposition to internal evidence. 

50. Adywy cancd by Ln. & Tie, fr. BLXA I, 
33, 262, 299, with some verss., was prob. ex- 
punged by critics as superfinous, and not found 
in || Mk. For wioreve, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
wiosrevooy, fr. BLX, ‘ding wiorave as de- 
rived fr. || Mk. But that the change should 
have been made in all the copies exc. 3 is far 
less credible than that the Hellenistic idiom, 
not unfrequent in Sept., should have beenal 
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to the class. (such it is) in those 3 copies, wh. 
abound in such emendations of style. 

5). Ihave now removed the brackets at els, 
because, although é\@. is in nearly all the 
unciale and most of the cursives (besides also 
nearly all the Lam. &Scr., and many Mus. copies), 
bes internal evidence is quite against it, the els 

ing evidently caned for the purpose of re- 
moving a tautol For ovdéva, L., T., & A. 
read twa oty autre, fr. BC1DX and 5 curss., 
supposing the t. rec. to have come fr. {| Mk. 
But the extreme fewness of copies forbids the 
supposn. The other reading is more prob. a 
mere gramml corrn. 

For ’la«. xai ’lwavy., I would now edit 
"Twa. xai lax., with Matth., Tis., & Al., fr. 
all the best uncials and most of the curss., excl. 
of all the Lam. exc. 1193, & all the Scr. exc. 
one, and many Mus. copies, confirmed by the 
Peech. Syr. & Vig. verss. . 

52. For ouvx, Tis. 2 & Al. read ov yap, fr. 
BCDFLXA & 25 curses. [add Lam. 528, 1189, 
1193]. But internal evidence is adverse, it 
being far more likely that the reading of so few 
MSs. should have come fr. {| Matt., than the 
t. rec. from || Mk. in all the copies exc. 32. 
Tis. now sees the matter in this light, since he 
has, in ed. 3, restored the t. rec. 

54. I still the words ixBadtav—xai 
as most prob. authentic, and not, as Al. & Tis. say, 
interpold fr. {j Matt. & Mk. How they came to 
be removed I have shown; and Matth#i ad- 
duces reasons for it which greatly strengthen my 
decision on the matter. 


IX. 2. For doOevovvruc, Ln. & Tis, 2 read 
doOevais, fr. ACL & 6 curss. [add Lam. 11764], 
which may have come fr. Lk. x. 9, as, says Al., 
do@evovyras did fr. || Matt. But it may rather 
be ges via & correcn of style, as at 1 Cor. viii. 
9. Yet see my note there. Meyer, Al., & Tis. 
3 expunge the term altogether, reasoning that 
s0 many variations show that originally there 
was no object expressed. Yet there are but two 
real variations, the rest being mere glosses or 
interpolations: and of iao@ar, in this absolute 
construction, there is no instance in the N. T., 
nor, I believe, in the class. writers; and only 
two in the Sept., namely, Deut. xxxii. 39 and 
Eccles. iii. 3, and those fr. Hebraism. 

3. Tam now more inclined to receive paBdov, 
bia I find in Lam. 1188 & Mus. 16184 & Scr. 


5. For av, I would now, with Tis., receive 
éay, fr. CEFHMVXDIA &, Tie. says, 60 curss., 
exclus. of all the Lam. MSS. exe. 1175, 77, all 
the Scr. exc. p, v, y, H, P, & Mus. 5559, 5468, 
14774, 1558], 16183, 18211, confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, in the strongly Hellenistic 
character of the idiom. 

ll]. For de&duevos, Ln. & Tis. edit dwodet., 
fr. BDLX & 15 curss.; but Al. retains de. 
rightly, rding &aod. as a crit. corrn derived 
fr. supr. viii. 40, though the context is of a dif- 
ferent kind: the sense here called for is “having 
admitted them to his presence,” not sent them 
away,—as, considering their numbers, conve- 
mience might have dictated. 

16. For wapariOivar, T. & A. read wapa- 
Osiva:, fr. BCX & 12 cures. [add Lam. 1177, 
1188, Scr. y, z, H]. The tenses are indeed 
occasionally interchanged in the MSS. : but the 
aor. is not to be admitted exc. on more compe- 
¢ent authority, and confirmed by internal evi- 
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dence ; which is not the case here, since in the 
l] Mk. viii. 6, 7, there is the same fluctuation 
of reading ; though there the ancient revisers, 
and also modern editors, adopt the t tense, 
on the authority of nearly the same little cluster 
of MSS., close congeners, as here. For reasons 
wh. I have alleged at Mk. vi. 41 & viii. 6 & 7, 
Lk. was more likely to use the pres., and Mk. 
the asor., tense. 

18. «ai éwnp. may be rendered “ whereupon 
he interrogated them”—a sense confirmed by 
the Pesch. Syr., which renders freely, but 


not unfaithfully, ‘‘ And as he was praying and 
- disciples were with him, he ack them,” 


20. Tis. & Al. read [lérpoe dt dwoxp., fr. 
BCL: but without reason, since that so minute 
and unnecessary an alfern as the t. rec. wd 
thus present should have come into all the 
copies exc. 4 is far less likely, than that the 
reading of B should have arisen fr. critics, to 
whom it might be suggested by the It. vers. L 
have brackd the o, wh. is cancd by L., T., & A., 
on strong authority, confirmed by almost all the 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. 

21. Tis. 3 has restored elwety for Aéy., 
Tightly; but whether rightly, at least on the 
ground that Aéy. was a crit. corrn, to remove a 
sort of tautology, is more than I can assent to. 

22. I am now more disposed to adopt dva- 
orqvat for éyep8., fr. ACDFK &, Tis. says, 25 
curss., exclus. of L. 1177, Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540, 
15581, 16184, & Orig.; though internal evi- 
dence is evenly balanced, since éyep0. may have 
been re is fr. || Matt., but so may dvaor. fr. 
tt ai though the former is perhaps the more 

ro 


J 23. ipyeoBat, for ér\Oetv, is edd by L., T., & 
A., fr. BCDKL & above 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1188 & Scr. v, w, x, y, z], & Orig. ; and é\0. may 
have come fr. || Matt., and so may prob. dap». 
for dpvno., fr. || Matt. & Mk. As to xaf’ 
wueoay, the two words are abs. fr. ali the Lam. 
MSS. exc. 1175—88, some of the Scriv., and 
some Mus. copies. 

26. Advyous after guovs is cancd by Tis. 3 
(alone), though only on the authority of D, It. 
a, e, 1, & Orig.; and internal evidence is quite 
adverse, since that the word should have been 
interpolated fr || Mk. in all the copies but one, 
and that of the least trustworthy kind, is incre- 
dible; while it is quite possible that it was 
omd by the inadvertence of a most careless 
scribe in one copy. Since, however, the word 
is abs. also in several ancient Jfal. copies, it is 
more prob. that it was passed over by the transl. 
as superfluous and pleonastic, though it is no 
pleonasm, as will appear fr. the able expositions 
of Chrysost., Victor. Antioch., & Theopby]l., p. 
369 B. It was passed over, in some versions, 
by misconception of its true force, which, as 
appears fr. those fathers & Euthym., is best con- 
veyed by ““my doctrines in the Gospel.” 

or yevcovra, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
—owvrai, fr. almost all the unciale &, Tis. save, 
100 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1175, 77, 78, 79, 92, 
Scr. h, k, 1, m, p, u, v, w, z, H, Mus. 5468, 
5540, 11838” 17969]: and since internal evi- 
dence, in its favour, confirms the strongest ex- 
ternal, I am, on those grounds, and others, 
which see in note on Joh. vi. 35, now disposed 
to adopt it. 

33. For Mwcet uiav, I wd now, with L., T., 
& A., adopt picy Mwuo., wh. I find in Lam. 
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1177, 78, 79, 87, 88, 92, Ser. i, p, x, z, H, and a 
few of the best Mus. copies. 

34. For iwecxiacev, Tis, & Al. read é- 
toxiatey, fr. BL & 1 curs. [add Lam. 1189, 
Scr. x,and the Burl. MS., om. by Wets.]. The 
t. rec. may have come fr. || Matt., but that so 
minute an alteration should have been brought 
into all the copies exc. five is far less credible 
than that in those 5 éweoxiaCev shd have been a 
gramml corrn to match the tense in ivévero. 

35. For ayawntos, Tis. & Al. read éxAzrey- 
mévos, fr. BL 274 marg., 2 copies of the It. & 3 
of the Vig. vers., the Sahid., and later Syr. 
verss. But though internal evidence is some- 
what in its favour, and the t. rec. may have 
come fr. || Matt. & Mk., yet a far greater amount 
of external authority is required to authorize its 
adoption. It seems, indeed, to have originated 
in a mere altern of critics, who, observing electus 
in the Lat. copies of It. & Vig., and bearing in 
mind Lk. xxiii. 35, yproros o rou Oeou éxAEx- 
gos (comp. Isa. iii. 9), gave it the preference, 
and hence some wrote éxAexros, others éxXe- 
Asyuévos—why, ie not clear. It is, however, 
improbable that Luke should have employed the 
participial form, which is of very rare use, no 
where else occg in the N. T., nor in the Sept. 

36. o 'Ino. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDEGHRSTUWA and, Tie. says, above 
30 curss. {add Lam. 1176, 79, 92, Scr. i, k, 0, p, 
8, V, w, and nearly all the Mus. copies, including 

the Burl. & De Missy MSS., paseed over by 
Wets.] : and internal evidence is against the 
words, since they were more likely to be put in 
fr. the scholiasts, than put out for any reason 
whatever. For éwpdxacw, iwpaxav is edd 
by Lu., Tis. & Al., fr. BCLX, Evv. 47 & 50. 
I can only add Mas, 11840, and Ser. x, P: but 
internal evidence is in favour of so unusual a 
form, an Alexn one occurring elsewh. in N. T., 
in the instances of éyswxay and sipnxay, which 
form was likely to be altered to the usual one. 
It recurs at Col. ii. 1 in ABCD, and is there 
with some reason adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al. 

37. év before r7 éEne is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BLSX 1, 69 [I can only add Scr. i]: and 
internal evidence is adverse, since it is leas 
likely to have been added than removed by 
eritics, who had observed its absence at Acts 
xxi. 1, xxv. 17, xxvii. 18. But there nugpa ie 
not found, as here; which can hardly dispense 
with the preposn, since, where a subst. follows, 
propriety of language requires the art. How- 
ever, év 77H é¢. Huépa is of such rare occurrence, 
that I know of no other example—the very 
reason why it ought not to have been disturbed 
by critics, as Tis. remarks (who has now re- 
stored the preposn), who have elsewhere re- 
moved éy in a similar constrn, as sepr. v. 59. 

38. Tis. 3 has now restored dvaBonce, defend- 
ing the t. rec. fr. the similar case at Matt. xxvii. 
46, to which I have added Xen. Cyr. vii. 1, 29, 
loyupws a4vaBonoas, where the critics, thinking 
the expression overloaded, some of them trans- 
posed loyupwe to ttatmarrewv; while others 
removed the avaf8. Popp. adopts both : but ley. 
is quite unsuitable to éFa:u., and seemingly 
unnecessary at dvaBoroas, where it prob. crept 
in as a gloss on dva, though it is somewhat con- 
firmed by Prov. xxxi. 17, dva{woapévy loyu- 
Pie. 

41. The position of wée, wh. I have, with 
Matth. & Sch., adopted fr. t. rec., is supported 
by almost all the ancient uncials and very many 
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euras., exclus. of nearly all the Lam. & Scr., and 
nearly all the Mus. copies: and internal evi- 
dence is zot, as Al, affirms, against the reading; 
for to suppose, with him, that it arose fr. ads 
being first omtéted, and then wrongly restored, is 
very improbable, since we have no proof that 
woe was ever omitted exc. that of one MS., D, 
where the omission arose, as oft, fr. variety of 
position. And that wdée should have been re- 
moved to the end of the verse, fr. || Matt., is, 
considering the extreme fewness of the MSS. 
that have wpog. wée, all but incredible: 
whereas that that ition arose, in one little 
knot of MSS., BLX ], fr. the corrn of critics, 
is not improbable, considering that on other 
Lara the nen a have made very free 
with this particle, either ing it as super- 
fluous (see Matt, xiv. 8 & 18, Mi vi. 3, iit 2, 
xv. 17, Jam. ii. 3), or altering it to some other 
le ge as Matt. xxiv. 23, Lk. xvi. 25, 1 Cor. 
Iv. 


48, For gora:, Ln., Tis., & Al. read iorw, 
fr. BCLX & 12 cures. [add Lam. 1777, Scr. z}, 
with It. & Vig., Syr. Cur. & Copt. verss., Orig. 
3: and internal evidence is hardly favourable, 
since tora: may have come fr. the scholiasts : 
but gorcv may rather have been an error of 
scribes in those few MSS. See Mk. iii. 29, x. 
43, Lk. xi. 34, xix. 46, et al. Besides, the use 
of the pres. tense here is quite unsuitable to the 
context, which requires a strictly fut. sense. 

. ra before daiacrea is cancd by Matth., 
Gr., Sch., Ln., Tie, & Al., fr. nearly all the 
uncials, and very many curss., to which I can 
add nearly all the Lam. & Scr., and the best of 
the Mus. copies. But this very strong external 
testimony is not quite confirmed by internal 
evidence, wh. is equally balanced, since it may as 
well have been added fr. those many passages in 
which the art. is used, as re with refer- 
ence to several others where it is absent; the 
latter of which was the more likely. 

50. Iam now disposed to receive, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., ugacy, fr. 6 uncials and about 20 
aegs bogs Lam. 1175, 77, 88 bis, Scr. h, p, r, v, 
y, Z, H], esp. since internal evidence is rather in 
its favour, inasmuch as nuw» may have been 
derived fr. || Mk., though there too the reading 
fluctuates. However, ou. may he a mere altern 
to suit kwAvere. As respects elwe dz, edd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDLX & 5 curss. in the 
closest connexion with them, the authority is 
insufticient, esp. since internal evidence is un- 
favourable, it being manifestly a mere altern 
suggested by || Mk.—as Tis. now sees, who has 
restored «ut eim. 

51. For éoriprt ev, Tis, & Al. edit tornpicey, 
fr. BOLVX & 3 curss., [to which I can only add 
Scr. z, H]: but the form recurs infr. xxii. 32, 
feta sah by strong authority, as aleo at Rev. 
iii. (though there rather weakly attested), and 
again at 2 Thess. iii. 3, yet there only in B: nor 
can I find a single example in the class. writers ; 
though many in the Sept. & Apocryp., chiefi 
in A and ite family, and once in Philo-Jud. 
However, considering the character of Luke's 
style, there seems no sufficient ground for change 
of text, whether here or t#/r. xxxij. 32. As to 
Rev. iii. 2, the reading is there genuine, pre- 
serving an ancient form of Alexandn, and alse 
of Syrian Gr. 

55, 56. On the authenticity of the disputed 
passage xai elwe—aAXa owoat, I am still, with 
Al., of the samé opinion; but I am bound to 
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avow that the whole passage is abe. fr. Lam. 
1176, 77, 88 once, 92, and the first clause in 
Mus. 5777, 14774, 15581, 16184, 17740, Scr. h, 


k, y, & 

be For dv, Lu., Tis., & Al. read da», fr. 
ABCKL & a few curss. {add Lam. 1175, 77, 78, 
79, 87, 88, 89, 93, Scr. 0, p, 8, w, z, P, & several 
Mus. copies}; with reason, internal evidence 
being in its favour. Kugse is cancd by Tis. 2, 
fr. BDL & 6 cures., and Ital. & Vig. verss. 
But internal evidence, as well as external, is in 
hia of the word; which is now restored by 

is. 

62. The words wpde a’-roy are cancd by Tis. 
& AL, fr. B alone, to which I can only ada the 
Burl. MS., omd by Wets. Al. pronounces the 
words to be ‘supplementary, as the variations 
show.” But these very variations of positn oc- 
casioned, as oft, the omission. 


X. 1. How wrong Ln. was in adopting dvo after 
éféou., fr. only BDMR, It. & Mr verss., will 
appear from the able note of Matth. The 
reading of BK &, Tis. says, upwarde of 24 curss. 
[I add Lam. 1175, 78, Scr. p, v, w], namely, 
avd dvo duo, is merely a mixture of two read- 
ings. Iam now disposed to read, with Ln., Tie., 
& Al., #ueAX., fr. almost all the unciale and 
wany curss., to wh. Il add Lam. 1176, 77, 78, 
79, 89, Ser. h, s, x, P. 

2. For éAey. oby, Ln. & Tis. read gA. d2, fr. 
BCDL & 10 curss. {add Scr. z, Mus. 5559, 5777, 
11836, 16183, 17982, all copies of ancient text], 
Syr., It., & other verses. : while Ln. retains the 
ovv, regarding é¢ as an altern to more usual 
copula. But it can hardly be said to be more 
usual ; indeed, the reason for the corrn (such it 
is) was to get rid of the heavy particle of ratioci- 
nation, and bring ins simple copula. In fact, 
the Alexand. critics were accustomed to set 
themselves against the part. ov, which they 
very often either expunged, or altered to some 
other particle—quite unaware, it seems, that in 
such cases oGy is not a particle of ratiocinaiton 
(ilative, to draw an inference or conclusion), 
but simply denotes, as oft, sequence, as conveyed 
by our particle thereupon == accordingly. 

a ages N. ine v. ; As iguiea’s 
ts the position épy. éxB., adopte 
T. & A., fr. BD only, it is as much againet rad 
ternal as external evidence, it being far less 
likely that the altern to dxf. gpy. should have 
come into all the copies but éwo in the closest 
connexion, fr. || Matt., than that in those two 
the change of position should have been made 
to polish the style. 
or éixBaAy, wh. I have, with Gr., Sch., & 

Ln., edd, there is the strongest external evi- 
dence, confirmed by nearly all the Lam., Scr., & 
the most weighty of the Mus. copies: and in- 
ternal evidence is rather in its favour, inasmuch 
as it was more kel that éxBad. should have 
been adopted, fr. || Matt., in all the MSS. but a 
comparatively few, than that in those few the 
AA aroee fr. the scribes or critics, who stumbled 
at the aor., on the same ground as Al. does, that 
the aor. wd only indicate a transitory action. But 
this does not necessarily follow; esp. since we 
have here one of those forms in which is used a 
single instead of a double consonant, prob. fr. a 
provincial idiom peculiar to some countries. 

4. For Baddyr., L., T., & A. read BaAX., fr. 
almost all the unciale and several curss. [add 
Lam. 1175, 87, Ser. k, w, z, Mus. 5540, 5559, 
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11836, 16184, 14774, 19182), authority of con- 
siderable weight, yet stronger is that existing at 
xii, 33, xxii. 35 & 6. But I have not felt au- 
thorized to receive the reading in any of the five 
parece: since internal evidence is doubtful. 
hat fad. is the original and more correct 
spelling has been shown by Dind. on Steph. 
hes. in v.; and Lk. certainly may have used 
it: but that he may have used the less pure, 
and perhaps provincial, form BaAX. is quite as 
likely, unless it could be shown that the form 
was of later Greek than the age of St. Luke: 
but its existence in all the best MSS. at Xen. 
Conviv. iv. 2 quite dieproves that supposition. 

5. For aloipynoGe, L., T., & A. edit elasr- 
0772, fr. BCDFLX & 7 cures. The t. rec. 
may have been a corrn to v. 8; but so ma 
elanAG. to v. 10; nor does it follow, as A 
argues, that “thus elogpy. at v. 8 would have 
been corrected also,” since the crit. revisers 
were inconsistent as well as capricious. The 
same reasoning applies to the same case recur- 
ring at v. 10. 

. 6é is om. in CDEGMRSVIA &, Tis. says, 
about 70 curss. [add Lam. 1175, 76, 79, 88, 92, 
Scr. h, k, 0, q, r, 8, v, z, H, & Mus. 5777 & 
177411}. But internal evidence is in its favour, 
as will appear fr. note on Lk. i. 76, and hence it 
ought not to have been cancd by Gr. & Ln. 

2. da after Aéyw is abs. fr. BOEGKLRUX 
TAA &, Tis. says, 90 cures, [add all the Lam. 
MSS. exc. 3, Scr. h, k, 1, m, n, 0, p, q, r, 8, ¥, X, 
z, P, Mus. 1810, 5540, 5777, Ti 83s, 15581, 
16183, 16943, & Cov. 1]. And since internal 
evidence is against it, I would now double- 
bracket it. 

13. For t. rec. Xopa{lvy, Xopaeiv is ed. by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. almost all the uncials and 
many curses. I add Lam. 528, 1176, 79, Ser. 0, 
P, v, W, ij Mus. 1810, 5777, 5684, 5540, 14774, 
6183, 17740, Cov. 1, & De Missy 1. And 
certainly external evidence is too strong to be 
counterbalanced by internal being somewhat 
against that reading (see note on Matt. xi. 21) ; 
and hence I would now receive it. 

19. For didwur, Tis. & Al. edit dédwaa, fr. 
BC1LX & 2 curss., with 7 It. copies, Vig., Ar., 
Copt., & Eth. verss., Orig., Basil, Epiph., & 
other fathers. But the authority is insufficient; 
and internal evidence not favourable, since it is 
far less likely that dédwase should have been a 
corrn in all the copies but 6, arising, Al. says, 
“from misunderstanding the force of dédwxa as 
applied both to past and present,” than that 
Boo should have been a corrn of critics, who 
wished to extend the sense. 

Most of the uncials and very many cursives, 
including most of the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, 
have dd:xyaog, which is edited by Matth., Gr., 
Sch., & myself; while Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
adixyjoat, fr. the moet ancient uncials and ve 
many cures. [add Lam. 1176, 77, 87 1 m., 89, 
Scr. 0, Mus. 17740, Cov. 1, & De Missy 1]; but 
internal evidence is adverse, -ce: being, as will 
appear fr. note on Joh. xiii. 8, a correcn to 
easier sense, which howr weakene the forcible 
character of the expression. 

21. For iyéy. evdoala, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
evd. éy., fr. BC!LX 33, supposing t. rec. to have 
come fr. || Matt. But that so very minute an 
alteratn should have been introduced into all 
the copies exc. 5, is far less credible than that in 
those 5 the positn arose fr. that capricious crit. 
correcn so observable elsewh. in BCL: and thie 
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is confirmed by || Matt. xi. 26, where B (with 
Basil & Irenezus) has ev0. éyév., wh. Al. terms 
an alteratn fr. || Lk.; whereas it seems, in both 
passages, to have been a mere crit. emendn, 
rob. 6 ted by the Ital. vers., in order, per- 
ps, to strengthen the force of this solemn ad- 
ss: but surely the august subject-matter of 
it did not need being set off by rhetorical arti- 
fice. It amply sufficed, in its native simplicity, 
for a preface to usher in the subsequent call or 
invitation to all those who, &c. 

25. Tis. has now restored «ai, wh. he had, 
with Al., expunged, from BL alone, showing how 
it came to be expunged, namely, fr. fancied in- 
elegance. 

. avroy after lédy is cancd by T. & A., fr. 

BL 1, 33, 254, & 5 It. copies. And so at the 
v. before, adrdy is om. in ADFA & 15 curss. 
[add Lam. 528, 1178, 87, 88, 89, 92, 93, Ser. i, 
w, Mus. 5548, 11838, 17982]. The text had 
evidently got into confusion even at an early 
riod: but one can scarcely suppose that had 
uke omitted avrdy after the first léwy, he 
would have placed it after the 2d. A pure Gr. 
class. writer would have used it at neither ; cer- 
tainly not at the 2d. We are not enabled to 
ascertain exactly which was written by Luke: 
but if we at v. 32 exclude avrov, where it is, 
strictly speaking, not wanted, the idwv having a 
sense, and bracket it at v. 33 only in 
consideration of strong external evidence, inter- 
nal Belg unfavourable, we shall come near the 


th. 

35. é€eXO. is cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. BDL, 
5 curss., & several verss., and brackd by Al., ed. 
1. But the brackets are removed in 2d ed., 
where he says it wae omitted as followed by 
another similar particip. But this would sup- 
pose the word to have been lost by accident; 
whereas it was more likely to be removed as 
superfluous and as overloading the construcn, 
se find, Tis. now sees, who has restored the 
word. 

The aires after eTwey is brackd by Ln. & Al., 
ed. I, fr. BDL, &., and cancd by Tis. 2 & 3; 
but the brackets are removed in Al., 2 ed., 
rightly, the word being manifestly removed by 
critics for the purpose of amending the conatrn. 

36. otv is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 1, 118, 
209, & some copies of the It., Vig., & Cop. ; 
and Al. pronounces it “supplementary.” But 
can we suppose that it would have been supplied 
in all the copies exc. 5 ?—and although the par- 
ticle is sometimes introduced, to carry out the 
ratiocination of a passage, yet, as I have before 
shown at large, it was far more freq. removed by 
the critics, or altered to some other particle 
thought more suitable. 

Just after, I would now read, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., wAno. dox. oot, fr. all the uncials, and 
most of the curss., exclus. of almost all the Lam. 
& Scr. MSS., and all the Mus. copies of the 
most ancient text. 

. For etn. obv, L., T., & A. read el. 62, 
fr. BCDELXA, & many curss. [add Lam. 
1193, Scr. i]: but internal evidence, weighed 
aright, is adverse, since the ody seems to have 
eet the critica (see note supra v. 36), 
and hence may have been either altered, as oft, 
to dé, or been removed. Had é2 been the ori- 
ginal reading, it would hardly have been altered 
to ou». 

38. The words ele rév olxow a. are not, as I 
queried, expressed in the margin of B. They 
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were doubtless expunged by a critic in order to 
improve the composn, espy since the absol. 
constrn occurs‘in Lk. xix. 6, Acts xvii. 7, Jas. 
ii. 25, comp. 3 Joh. 10. But the constrn is not 
pleonastic, but has an intensive & archaic cha- 
racter, and it is found in Hom. Il. w. 70, Eetvoy 
—Uvwoditouat oixw. Comp. %. 136, Hdot. i. 
41, olxlorel oe bwods. 

39. I still retain wapaxadicaca as the more 
likely to have come fr. Lk. It is nu¢ the more 
usual form, nor is wapaxati{ecOa:, what Tis. 
& Al. mapne, a foreign and impure Gr. form, 
since it is found in Aristoph., Plato, Xen., and 
others of the purest class. writers. Yet Lk. 
might use the word; though that he actually 
did is insufficiently attested by ABCL. On 
the other hand, wapaxa@i{w, neut. for depon. 
mid., is so rare, that I find it elsewh. only in 
Diod. & Synes., and in the Sept. only in Job 
ii. 13, wapexadioay avrw, Arrian, Epict. ii. 6, 
23. Hence it was, I must maintain, the more 
likely to have been used by Lk. For wapa, 
awyos, edd by Tis. & Al., fr. BCDL 33, 44, & 
Macar., seems a mere corrn of critics to polish 
the rough Grecism; but in order to effect that, 
they should have written trois wociv, a constrn 
found in Aristoph., Plut. Mor., p. 727, Plato, 
p. 144 & 273, Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 8. 

For 'Incov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read Kupiov, fr. 
BC2DL | pet., & almost all the ancient verss. 
But its reception ie discountenanced by the 
want of support fr. the curs. copies. One can 
hardly doubt that the reading originated in the 
correcn of critics who, as elsewh. in the same 
case, preferring the reading presented in the free 
rendering of the verss., adopted it into the Gr. 
text. 


XI. 8. For dowv, Sooy, found in the greater 
part of the uncials, and very many curss., exclus. 
of nearly all the Lam., all the Scr. exc. w, H, & 
some Syr. & Mus, copies of ancient text, is xot 
**a corrn in ignorance” (as says Al.), but a mere 
lapsus penne, such as the scribes of MSS. of 
some families not unfrequently run into by a 
commutation of w and o. See note infr. v. 25. 

10. I am now inclined to receive, with Ln., 
Tie., & Al., dvoryO., fr. almost all the uncials 
and, Tis. says, 50 curss. (exclus. of Lam. 1175, 
76, 78, 92, Scr. h, k, p, H, Mus. 5540, 5559, 
11336 & 8, 16183 & 4° 14774, 15581, 17740, 
17982), internal evidence being in its favour. 

11. Before buy, é€ is inserted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCDKM & many curss. [add Lam. 
628, 1176, 79, 88, Ser. i, 0, q,r, w, H, Mus. 1810, 
6468, 5540, et al.]: but internal evidence is 
rather against it, since it prob. came fr. the 
scholiasts, or fr. || Matt. For el, the reading 4, 
wh. I received, is found in nearly all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies. For éaid. abre, Tis. & AL 
read airy éwid., fr. BDL alone; and t. rec. 
is by Al. pronounced “a correcn to the preceding 
and to || Matt.” But such a correcn is far leas 
likely to have been made, and come into all the 
copies exc. 3, than that in those 3 the altern of 
positn should have been introduced by critics fr. 
the Vig. & It. verss. for elegance. Tis. 3 has 
restored éwid. avr. 

12. For alrion, Tis. & Al. ed. alrjoes, fr. 
ACDHKLA, & many curss. [add Mus. 5468, 
11836, 16183, 177401, Cov. 1,omd by Wets.] Al 

ronounces t. rec. a gramml correcn. But it is 
r less likely that Lk. shd have fallen into this 
slip in Greciem (see note supr. x. 40), than that 
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the reading shd have arisen fr. mere itacism : 
and certainly the copies wh. contain it are such 
as abound in itaciems, 

13. T am now inclined to edit, with Ln., Tie. 
& Al., dénpatra dyad, on very strong exte 
authority, confirmed by nearly all the Lam., 
Scr., & several ancient Mus. copies, also by in- 
ternal evidence, if weighed in a juet balance. 

15. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., add 
Te to dpxyovni, fr. ABKLM &, Tis. says, 30 
curses. [add Lam. 528, 1178—88, Ser. i, p, y, z, 
H, Mus. 1810, 5540, & Burl. MS., om. b 
Wets.]: a reading confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, since it was far more likely to be re- 
sroved, or lost by inadvertence, than added, cer- 
tainly not fr. {| Matt. 

19. For xp. bm. adr., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
autoi tue «pital, fr. BD, Vig., & It. c; but 
on precarious grounds, the reading being prob. 
a@ mere crit. correcn of composn, as also seems 
that of ACKLMV & 20 curss. (with several 
Lam. & Ser. copies). avr. xpit. bm. ior., doubt- 
lees suggested by || Matt. Tis. 3 now takes this 
view of both, and he edits xp:ral tue adr. éo., 
fr. EFGHRSVXTAA & many curss., somewhat 
confirmed by internal evidence. See his note. 

25. For éA@6v, Tis. 3 edits éX0w», fr. COGH 
K RSXPA & many cures. [add Lam. 1176, 77, 
78, 79, 88, 92; Scr. i, m, q, 8, w,z, H, Mus, 
1810, piel But it seems a mere lapse of 
scribes in MSS. of certain families, which very 
freq. confound w & o, especially when found in 
_ abounding in itacisms. See note supr. 


v. 

26. T. & A. read Erep. wvedu. wor. taut. 
éwrd, fr. BL 13, 69, 124, 157, 346, supposing 
the t. rec. derived fr. || Matt. But, considering 
both the extreme slenderness of the evidence 
fox that reading, and the other varieties of read- 
ing, as to position of words, occurring here, it is 
more prob. that éw7rd was, at an early period, 
accidentally lost (as it was likely to be, since in 
such a case omission to a Greater or less degree 
is almost sure to take place), and the words 
restored, owe in the wrong place. I would 
now bracket sliced Bove, since internal evidence 
as well as strong external (wh. 1 could confirm 
fr. many Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies) is against 
it. It was prob. brought in fr. Matt. 

28. a’rdy is cancd by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. 
ABCDAA & 15 curea. [add Scr. h, k, 0, w}. 
The words may be, as Al. supposes, a supple- 
ment: but it was far less likely to have been 
: ated in all the copies exc. 21, than in 
those few to have been by critics who 
observed its absence in the Lat. copies of the 
Ital. vers., and also in the kindzed 


poen improved by its absence, removeil it. 
29. For dwit., T. & A. read Yyrei, fr. ABL 


R A. suppose. 


all 

the copies exc. 18. Besides, are 
into {wr. without heing brought 
See note on Mk. viii. 12. I cannot yet consent 
to exclude "Iwva on the slender evidence of 
BCL & some Latin copies, eked out by a bare 
surmise that the word was interpolated from 
H Matt. For reasons against that view, see my 
note, Acts ii. 16. 

34. oby after Srav is cancd by L., T., & A., 
fr. BDLA 435, It, Vig. Cop. verse., they sup- 
posing the word introdd fr. || Matt. But from 
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the extreme slenderness of extern. evidence 
for the absence, the word was prob. lost in those 
5 copies by inadvertence of scribes. The od». 
illative is very oft thus lost, or removed fer. 
ignorance as to its true force, wh. I have before 
pointed out. 

36. Internal evidence is in favour of the posi- 
tion uéipos ri, adopted by L., T., & A., fr. 
ABKMX & 20 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1177, 79 
Scr. p, y, w, Mus. 5540], and were the external 
evidence for it stronger, I shd be disposed to 
receive it. 

37. For #pe7a, I am now inclined to adopt, 
with L., T., & A., épwra, fr. ABM & 5 or 6 
curss. (exclus. of Lam, 528, 1177), since inter- 
nal evidence strongly confirms external. The 
vis after Papic. is cancd by L., T., & A., fr. 
BL 1, 13, 69, 118, 131, 157, and were external 
evidence stronger, and internal favourable, I 
should be disposed to admit it. But internal 
evidence is, to say the least, equally balanced. 
It might be ¢ ated, as occasionally elsewh. ; 
but it might be removed hy critics as super- 
fluous ; and this is confirmed by the state of the 
evidence, as at Mk. v. 25, xiv. 47, Joh. v. 5, 
vi. 7, Acts v. 34, x. 5, xiii. 1, xix. 9, xxi. 37, 
xxiv. 1, et al. 

42, wapeivat, for agrévat, adopted by L., T., 
& A., fr. BL 133, 346 [add Scr. y], rests on very 
slender authority; and that not compensated 
by internal evid., which is not in its favour, for 
though dg. may have been introduced fr. 
| Matt., yet that it should have come into all 
the copies but four, is far less prob. than that 
in those 4 wapsiva: shd have been a crit] corm 
fer better adaptation to wapépy. in the former 


use, 

44, 1 would now bracket ypaup. xal Dap, 
Uwroxp., cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., since they 
may have come fr. Matt. xxiii. 27 ; although the 
slenderness of extern. authority—only BCL & 
9 curss.—forbids their exclusion. I would now 
bracket of before weps7., cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABDEGHKSUVXTAA & very 
many curss., exclus. of all the Lam. MSS., exc. 
1176, Scr. h, i, k, 1, m, n, p, 4) Tr, V, W, J; 
and Mus. 5540, 11838, 17740, 17982, confirm 
by internal evidence, which is rather in favour 
of its absence. 

48. For uaprupetre, Tis. & Al. read udprv- 
pés tore, fr. BL & Orig. But that uaprupsirs 
should have got into all the copies exc. 2, and 
all the veres., fr. || Matt., is far less credible, 
than that udprupés ioe should have been a 
mere critl corrn, prob. derived fr. Origen, or 
suggested by echoliasts, or verss. 

3 The text here in many of the ancient 
MSS. presents marvellous variations, and doubt- 
less had at an early period, whether from the 
cause suggested by me, or otherwise, got into: 
great confusion, and consequently was variously 
tampered with by critl revisers. As respects 
the reading xaxet0ey spp av-rov, adopted 
by Tis. & Al., fr. BCL 33, specious as it is, it 
cannot be admitted, inasmuch as it seems, like 
the reading of D, ixwwloy wavrds Tov Aaov 
KaTnox., & mere supplementum derived fr. some 
schol. or ancient vers., for the purpose of eup- 
plying a link in the chain of narration : eo oe 
not with the intent of excluding the words of the 
ordinary text Aéyowros di avrov. This view 
of the origin of those two readings is confirmed 
by the later Syriac vers. 

54. As respects «al {nrouvves, cancd by Tis. 
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& Al., fr. BL 1, 118, 31, 209, 39, & Cop., I 
still retain the words, since insufficient external 
authority is not compensated by internal evidence 
in its favour, inasmuch as it was more likely to 
have been removed by critics as superfluous, and 
as unclassical in constrn, than to have been in- 
serted by revisers for the purpose of filling up 
the sense. The last words of the verse, Ya 
Karuy. avrovu, are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BL ae Scr. i] & Cop., but retained by La., 
rightly, since it was far less likely that ‘‘an ex- 
sive gloss,” as Al. terme it, fr. || Matt. & 
k., should have crept into al] the MSS. but 2, 
and all the verss. exc. two of least weight, than 
that in those two the words shd have been lost 
by homeotel. in av’rou—avrov, or removed by 
critics for the sake of polishing the composn ; 
for wh. purpose, indeed, the whole verse seems 
to have been in a manner recast. 


XII. 5. Iam nowinclined to , with.Ln., 
Tis, & Al., Zyorvra ar fr. ABDKLRX & 20 
cures, (excl. of Lam. 1176, 87, 88, Scr. p, w, y, 
z, P, Mus. 5731, 15581, 17740, 17982, and the 
Burl. MS., om. by Wets.), confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence. 

6. Internal evidence is in favour of mwAowv- 
wat, edd by Tis. & Al., fr. B 13—69, 346. But 
that a gramml corrn should have been intro- 
duced into all the copies exc. four is very im- 
probable. 

7. The ody is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 
157, & some It. sopioe But that the particle 
should have been brought into all the copies 
exc. 3, fr. || Matt., is far less probable, than that 
in those 3 the particle (very oft omitted in the 
MSS.) should have been accidentally lost. Be- 
sides, the removal would bring in a harsh 

» quite out of place here and not at 
all in Luke's manner. 

1l. Tis. 3 has restored t. rec. wis } ri— 
elarnre. It cannot well be said that it came 
fr. || Matt., since the three different ways of 
reading preclude such a surmise, esp. consider- 
ing that they are all only different modes of 
polishing the style by omission of what the cri- 
tics thought better away. The same applies, 
mutatis mutandts, to the altern at v. 14 of 
ducacTihy to xpithy, by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. 
BDL & 6 curse., close congeners of D, for that 
the change should have been made in all the 
copies but 9, by the revisers having in mind 
Acts vii. 27, 35, is far less likely than that in 
those 9 there should have been a crit. corrn. 
The two passages are not so similar as that one. 
would be so extensively altered from the other. 
In fact, Tis. 3 has now restored dixaoriy. 

14. The words } meptorny were removed by 
some critics (as in D 33, & Marcion), because 
they deemed them superfluous, though by no 
means such, being intended to further develope 
the general idea in éxaorns, the meaning being 
“such a judge (lit. decider) as shd not only de- 
termine by equity de re que tn jus vocatur, but 
also decree to each party his several rights, ap- 
portioning—as pepiotyy intimates—to each his 
due share.” 

15. I still continue to adopt waone for r7e, 
fr. nearly all the most weighty uncials, with 
above 30 curss., exclus. of Lam. 528, 1177, 
1188, Scr. i, w, y, z, H, together with the Syr., 
It., & Vig. veres., & several fathers. It was, 
however, less likely to have been removed as 
superfluous than to have been mistaken by the 


LUKE XII. 5—28. 


later scribes for re, on account of being written 
by abbrevn. Considering the strong authority 
for it, besides the utter improbability that it shd 
have been interpolated (since such interpolation 
very rarely occurs), it is entitled to be admitted 
into the text, though not necessarily to the ex- 
clusion of the r#s, wh. is supported by external 
testimony far greater, namely, EFGHSVIAA, 
& all the curss., exc. about 45: and it was very 
unlikely to have been interpolated, being so 
rarely used with wAcovetia, never in the Sept., 
and in N. T. only in Col. iii. 5 sine v.1. The 
only instances I have met with in class. writers 
are Thucyd. iii. 45, 4 82 éFoucia bBpe thy 
ameovetlay (wapéxovea), Diotogenes ap. Stob. 
Flor. 48, 62, @ wXeovexria, in’ wh. cases there 
is a peculiar idiom by the use of the noun in its 
most abstract, and consequently most extensive 
application, denoting that grasping rapacity wh. 
can never have enough, but constantly desires 
to have more. 

For the 2nd airov, Ln., Tis, & Al. edit 
aire, fr. BDFQRT* & 20 curss. [add Lam. 
528, 1178, 87, 89, 92, Mus. 5540, 5731, 11838, 
17740, 17982], and internal evidence being in 
its favour, as the more recondite expression, I 
am now inclined to adopt it. As to avr for 
Ist avrov, found in 7 uncials & 60 curss., excl. 
of Lam. 1175, 76, 78, 79, 1192, Ser. h, 0, q, r, v, it 
seems & mere crit. corrn to remove a tautology 
with the abrov following. 

22. Xéyw duty is edd by Tis. ‘2 & AL, fr. 
BDLX 11, 18, 124 [add . 528, 1178, 88, 
Scr. 1, m, n, q, r, y,z, HL But it rather seems 
a change of position, prob. suggested by the Lat. 
veras., and Tis. 3 has restored the usual position. 
I would now bracket the duay jest after, cancd 
by Tis. & Al., fr. ABDLQ & 6 curss., since it 
ger have been inserted fr. || Matt. 

. weptuvev is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. D 
62, 225, & Tertul. But it is far less likely that 
it should have been inserted in all the copies 
exc. 3 fr. || Matt., than that in those 3 the word 
should have been either accidentally omd as 
having been lost by the variation of position in 
some copies, or removed, as deemed superfiuous, 
by being -misunderstood, and thue passed over 
by Tertull. both here and at || Matt. 

26. For odre, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read odé2, 
fr. BLQ [add Lam. 1177], an evident corrn of 
Grecism occurring in other places, e. g. Mk. v. 
3, iii. 20, Lk. xx. 36 (where see note), Joh. i. 
25, Acts iv. 12, xxiv. 12 & 13, 1 Cor. iii. 2, vi. 
5 octies, Gal. i. 12, ] Thess. ii. 3, xii. 8, xx. 4. 
Tis. 3 has, on thie ground, restored the ours. 

27. Tis. & Al. edit wwe ovre v8. ora bO., 
fr. D, It. a, & Clem. Alex.: and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. “‘a conformation to || Matt.” 
But that the conformation should have been 
made, and have got into all the MSS. exc. one, 
and into all the verss. exc. one copy of the Ital., 
is far less probable than that the ovra should 
have been derived from the preceding verse. 

I see no cause for receiving etther of the 
changes of reading adopted, whether by Ln., or 
by Tis. & Al. That Lk. would put é» dype so 
out of its right place, I cannot believe. The 
authority for this change is far too slender to 
justify ite adoption. For dudiévever, Ln. reads 
dupiater, fr. B; while Tis. & Al. read d&u- 
pie Ces, fr. DL. There is no doubt that the 
t. rec. came fr. || Matt.; but which of the two 
other readings may be supposed the genuine 
one is uncertain. As to force of external 
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evidence, the authority of B far exceeds that of 
D & L conjoined ; and internal evidence is in 
favour of dugeater as being the rarer term, and 
yet one wh. Lk. was far more likely to use than 
a crit] corrector. 

30. For éwiYnrat, T. & A. read émiLrnrove, 
fr. BLX 13, 33, 69, 124, & Sah., also at Matt. 
vi. 32, fr. only B 1, 4, 13, 22, 124,127. To 
what is said in my note there, I would add that 
there is no reason why we should bring in the 
Hellenistic constr. on every occasion, on how- 
ever slender authority ; for why should not the 
evangelists have sometimes used the Hellenistic 
idiom, and at others, esp. Lk., the class., of wh. 
our evangelist had no mean knowledge and 
power of expression ? 

31. For rov Qeov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ad- 
tov, fr. BDL & some verss.: and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. ‘a corrn here & in |{ Matt.,” 
whereas in both passages airou is the corrn ; 
it is, at any rate, what a class. writer would 
have written. 

Tl avra is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BEHLSVA 
& 36 curss. [add Lam. 1176, Ser. k, v, z, Mus. 
16184, 17982, & Cov. 1}; but on insufficient 

ounds, internal evidence being equally ba- 

nced. 

36. For dvadvoa, Ln., Tis., & Al. read -on, 
fr. ABDEHLMPQSUVA & 20curss. [add Scr. 
i, Mus. 5777, 17982], and since internal evi- 
dence is in its favour, from the likelihood of 
t. rec. being a grammatical corrn, it is quite 
admissible. 

38. There exist at this verse unusually nume- 
rous variations, owing, I suspect, to the text 
having at an early period got into confusion, 
prob. for want of attention on the part of the 
revisers to the construcn, wh. is harsh and ellip- 
tical, and not thoroughly carried out. As to 
the varieties of posiin, those are groundless. 
The other variations are not worthy of serious 
notice, exc. the omission of of dovAo: in BDL 
(alone), adopted by Tis. & Al., but rejected by 

n., rightly, internal evidence being quite in 
favour of the words, wh. were less likely to have 
been énserted fr. v. 37 in all the copies exc. three, 
than in those 3 to have been removed (asa need- 
less repetition) by critics who observed them 
abs. in some Lat. copies. Moreover, the re- 
moval of the words wholly destroys the epanodos 
(so ably pointed out by Bp. Jebb, Sacr. Lit, 
p. 359 0): and much dismrits the address, of 
wh. the impressiveness is greatly promoted by 
the epanodos, on wh. see Burk’s Index of 
Techn. Terms appended to the Gnomon of 
Bengel. As respects wotovvra, subjoined to 
ol-rws in some MSS., it was doubtless derived 
fr. critics who did not perceive that ofr. stands 
for ypnyopourrae, v. 37, thus avoiding an un- 
pleasant repetition. Had Bp. Jebb perceived 
thie, he would not have rendered, ‘“‘and find 
things so; but rather thus, “‘and find them so 
[watching].” The same idiom occurs in our 
own language, as in Pope's fine couplet wh. I 
have cited. 

39. The dy before dpi. is cancd by Ln. 
& Al., fr. BLPSX & 12 curss. [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 77, 78, Ser. i, p, w, H]: and it is sup- 

to have been inserted fr. Matt. xxiv. 43. 

ut it was more likely to be removed here, 

though not there, by critics, owing to the recur- 

rence of another dy so soon after, so that one dv 
might suffice for both verbs. 

S to dsopuxOrva:, edd by Tis. & AL, fr. 
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BL 33, 157, there must have been a crit. altn 
one way or the other: but it would seem far 
more likely to have occurred in 4 MSS., the 
closest of congeners, than in all the copies exc. 
4, Yet since d:opvyjvac occurs in || Matt. in 
all the MSS. exc. DIL & a few curss., it is 
possible that dsopuy. was here brought in by 
critics fr. || Mk. But cué bono? and consider- 
ing that there the Alexand. critics brought in 
topvyjvar, but not fr. || Lk., the reading 
S:opvy8@., in both Gospels, is prob. a mere crit. 
alteration to what was thought, but wrongly, a 
better form. ‘Opuy. occurs in the Sept., but 
not dpvyx., either there or in the class. writers. 

40. ovv is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. 
BLQTs & 5 curss. [add Lam. 193]. But it 
was less likely to have been interpolated, for 
no particular reason, in all the copies exc. nine, 
than to have been in those 9 removed as super- 

fluous, wh. it is far from being, since it stands in 
the place of d:a rovro in || Matt., which no 
interpolator would have introduced. Tis. now 
ae the matter in this light, has restored the 
word, 

4], After sTw. 2, Ln. & Tis. cancel adr, fr. 
BDLRX 33, 124, It. & Pers. verss.: but Tis. 
3 has now restored it, remarking: “ post tam 
longam orationem molestum, et sequente xupie 
abundans, videbatur ai’tw.” 

42. For xai before @pov. Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
6, fr. BDEG3HKPQSTVAA & many curss, 
add Lam. 1179, 92, Scr. v, Mus. 5777, 15581, 

6183, 17740]; wh. is prob. the true reading, 
and the other derived fr. || Matt. Internal evi- 
dence is in its favour, since the idiom is suitable 
to Lk.’s style, but not likely to have come fr. 
ordinary critics. Tou before 6:6. is cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al. fr. DLQX, 2 Evangg, [add 
Scr. y], & Orig. 1. It came, Al. thinks, fr. 
|| Matt. ; but éhere the same fluctuation of read- 
ing occurs; hence Tis, has now restored the 
word, rightly, since it was in each Gosp. removed 
oy revisers (espy in lectionaries), who thought 
plainness promoted thereby. 

The +6 before orrou. is cancd by Tis. 2 & 
Al., fr. BD. But it was more likely to havo 
been accidentally omitted in two copies than 
introduced into all the rest merely, as Al. sup- 

oses, “to match the rhv before tpopny in 
| Matt.” Tis. has now, with reason, restored 
the word. 

47. For éavrov, I would now receive, with 
Lo., Tis., & Al., avrov, fr. BDEKLX & ve 
many curss., exclus. of Lam. 528, 1175, 77, 78, 
Scr. k, 1, m, n, 0, p, q, r, V, W, Y, Z, Mus. 5540, 
et al., and internal evidence confirms external. 

50. For ot, L., T., & A. read Srou, fr. 
ABDKLMRTU & 30 curss. [add L. 528, 1175, 
77, 78, 92, Scr. i, p, H, Mus. 5540], with Orig., 
and since internal evidence is in its favour, the 
ov being prob. an easier reading (see tnfra v. 59 
& oe wd receive it. 

53. I am now inclined to point and read, with 
L., T.,& A., roroiv dsapepiaOicovrat, rarip, 
fr. BDLV & 5 curss. [add Matth. (& Lam. 
1188, Scr. z, H) ], and doubtless in several other 
MSS. For éq’ before via, I would now read 
éwi, with Tis. & Al., fr. BEGMSUXYA & 


very many curss., excl. of all the Lam. exc. 
1192, Scr. h, i, 1, m,n, q, 7, ¥, y, 2, H, Mus. 
5468, 5731, 11836, 14774, 15581, 16183. 


I still decline to alter the datives 77 Buyarpi 
& TH anrpl, into the accuss. rHy Ovyarepa & 
rhv nyrépa, on the slender authority of BDLT 
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1, 124, 131, 157, 209, & Eus., not confirmed by 
internal evidence, since it seems to have been a 
mere philological correction. The critics were 
unaware of the purpose of the evangelist, who 
chose to employ the datives of the relation of 
consanguinity, but the accuss. of that of affinity 
only, as deeming a stronger sense, as inherent in 
the accus., more suitable. 

As respects the airis at the end of the verse, 
caned by Tis. 2 & Al., fr. BDL 157, Cop., 
Tert., & Jerome, internal evidence for it so.de- 
cidedly confirms the strongest ezternal, sup- 
ported by all the verss., that no doubt can be 
entertained of its genuineness, as Tis. now sees, 
who has in ed. 3 restored it. 

54. Sri before duf8pos is inserted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. AKLUX & very many curss. 
pee Lam. 528, 1192, Ser. i, p, w, Mus. 1810, 

468, 5559, 16183, 16943, 17983) : and internal 
evidence being in its favour,—since it was prob. 
removed to prevent the concurrence of two o7:'s 
within a few words of each other,—I am now dis- 

sed to receive it, but in small print. 

What could induce Ln. to cancel 77v before 
vadéxr., fr. ABLXA & 8 curss. [add Mus. 
1810], I cannot imagine, since internal evidence, 
as well as external, is in its favour, as designa- 
ting, from the art. having the force of notoriety, 
the well-known cloud, as one of a peculiar con- 
figuration. See 1 Kings xviii. 44. 

58. wapatwce:, for wapuédw, edd by Lna., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABD 69 & 4 curss., may be the 
true reading, internal evidence being rather in 
its favour; but greater amount of external is 
needed to justify its reception, esp. since it ma 
have been brought in in order to match wi 
Badsi, edd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDX & 4 
curss, [add Scr. y, H, Mus. 5550, 5777, 16183, 
& Scr. y], but not on good grounds. 

59. For +o, Tis. reads rov, fr. AEGHKLU 
VXA & 45 cures. [I add Lam. 1176, 77, 79, 92, 
Scr. h, i, k, p, q, r, Mus. 5468, 5559, 5540, 
6777, 15581, 16185). But I still retain,. with 
Ln. & AL, +d, though I prefer regarding rev ss 
an error of scribes (who did not bear in mind 
the origin, as existing in the elliptic character, 
of the noun subst. Aewroy), rather than sup- 
posing, with AlL., that it arose fr. the influence of 
TOv écxarov xodpavTny in Matt. v. 26. That 
such an halluctnation shd have had so extensive 
an effect, is all but incredible. 


XIII. 5. I am now inclined to receive, with 
Tis. & Al., wcadrws for éuoiws, fr. BLM & 11 
curss., exclus. of Lam. 528, 1177, Scr. P, and 
some of Matthwi’s copies. 

6. I cannot yet adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
on such slenderauthority as BDLX & 10 curss., 
the transposn of wegurt., espy since the order in 
t. rec. is not, as Al. avers, “the more usual one.” 
I have received {xray xapwoy, fr. all the un- 
cials and very many curss., exclus. of all the 
Lam. but 2, all the Scr. but 2, and the best of 
the Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evidence, 
from this being the simpler construcn, and thus 
more likely to be altered to a more refined one 
than the reverse. 

8. For t. rec. xowpiay, all the recent editors 
adopt xompla, fr. ABELMST*UVXTAA & 
very many cures., to wh. I add all the Lam 
MSS. exc. 1777, Scr. z, P (only), and all the 
Mus. copies of antiquity and weight, confirmed 
by internal evidence, from the idiom being a 
rare and later Gr. one, used by Strabo, Plat, 
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Arr., & Geopon.; and hence likely to be em- 
ployed by Lk., though as likely to be altered by 
fastidious critics. ; 

1]. After yuu Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel gy, fr. 
BLT*X 33, 15 [add Scr. w], Ital., Vig., Cop., 
Sah., & later Syr. verss.: and internal evi- 
dence is in its favour, inasmuch as it was 
more likely to be inserted as seeming needed at 
yuu, than removed, for no reason. But it 
would prob. not have been removed. had not a 
false punctuation tended to suggest a want of the 
Hv. The true punctuation is, as in the edd. of 
Wolf Cephal. & R. Steph., qv d&—oafBact' 
wai iéov, or, what is perhaps better, caBBacr, 
according to the idiom in xai Ido used in the 
middle of a sentence, as in Matt. xii. 42, thy 
cod. LoAopawos, Kal léod, oe here the xai 
is taken in sensu ypovtxe, like the Hebr. 4 for 
when, asin Matt. iv. 11, dpinoev—o AraBodror, 
cai ldob ayy. wpoondev, & ix. 10, av. iv ry 
olxia, xai iéod wodAol, &e., xii. 41, xxviii. 7 
9, avrov «ai ldo’, Lk. xi. 32, Rev. iv. 2, xv. 5, 
xix. 11], et al. sep. 

13. I am now disposed to adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., for dvwp0w0n, aveo8., fr. 1] primary 
uncials and many cures. [add ‘Lam. 1179, 1187, 
89, 93, Scr. x, z, Mus. 5559, 5731, et alii]; and 
internal evidence is in its favour, since the aug- 
mented tense (not doubly augmented) was pro 
an idiom of Alexn Greek, and one oft occurring 
in Sept., though generally altered to double aug- 
ment in most copies. 

14, Internal evidence is rather in favour of 
the Sr: after res 3yAw, added by Tis. & AL, fr. 
BL. But the ‘authority is so very slender, and 


the Or: recitativum here so pee iarly harsh— 
and, moreover, foreign to the character of Luke's 


style—that I cannot receive it. It prob. arose 
fr. the error of a scribe, who having 67: just 
before occurring yet in mind, wrote it inadver- 
tently. Internal evidence may seem in favour 
of avtrais, for Tatras, edd by Ln, Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABLTX & 9 cures. [add Lam. 1177, 
Scr. w, Mus. 5540], but it is prob. a mere 
gamml corrn. 

15, For ov, Ln. & Tis. 2 read 62, fr. BDL I, 
69, 124, 13], 209, 346, with the Syr., It., Vig., 
& other veras.; while Al. retains t. rec., regard- 
ing dé as a conformation to v. 14, in order to 
avoid the recurrence of ovv. Tis. 3, regarding 
the matter in the same light, restores the ody. 

For bwoxpita, Sch., [n., Tis, & Al. read 
vroxpitai, fr. ABEFGHKLMSTUIrAA &, 
Tis. says, 70 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1175, 76, 79, 
89, Scr. h, i, k, m, n, v, x, H, P, Mus. 5540, 
5684, 11838, 15581, 16183, 17740, 17982, with 
all the verss. exc. the Syr.]; and 1 would now 
adopt it, the case being a peculiar one, inasmuch 
as the amount of external evidence for t. rec., 
strong as it is as regards number of MSS., is not 
such as respects antiquity and weight; not to 
say that the kind of evidence for t’roxpita is 
mostly indirect, é stlentio ; while that for uwo- 
xpcrai is direct and positive, and the reading, 
after all, involves nothing really to stumble atin 
the plural, that being used for courtesy's sake, 
and though seemingly referring to persons 
generally, is yet meant to be applied especy to 
one in particular, namely, the dpxiquvaywyoe 
—as Beng. well saw, who refers, for another ex. 
of this idiom, to supra xi. 46. 

16. For Ouyatipa, Ouyarépay is adduced 
fr. KXTA 209, et al. mult. It occurs here in 
almost all the Lam. MSS., Ser. i, x, y,z,P, & 
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8 of the most ancient Mus. copies, and in several 
MSS. more or less at each of the other passages 
where the accus. sing. of Ouyarip occurs, as at 
Matt. x. 35, in Mus. 1193, Ser. y, Mk. vii. 30, 
in Scr. y. It would seem to be a mere slip of the 
pen by the scribes: though it may justly be 
thought to point to a real form, namely, one of 
Syrian, not Alean Greek (since I can find no 
vestige of it in the Sept.), but rather a very late 
form ixfime Grecitatis formed on the accus. 
sing. case of Ouyarnp, thus constituting a new 
form @uvyarépa, as, of wh. an example is ad- 
duced by Ducange, Gloss., fr. Nicetasin Alexis 
1. iii., rw Baotket—qv tpitn Ouvyarépa § Ev- 
Coxia Totvoua. 

18. For dz, Tis. & Al. read ov», fr. BL 1, 13, 
69, 157, 346, It., Vig., & Sah. verss. But it is 
a mere crit. altern, as will appear fr. note supra 


v. 15. 

20. Kai before awaA:w is cancd by Matth., 
Sch., & Tis. 2, fr. 13 uncials and very many 
curss. [add Lam. & Scr. nearly all, & Mus. 
1810, 5559, 1836, 16183 & 4, Cov. 1]. But in- 
ternal evidence is quite in favour of the particle, 
as Tis. now sees, who has restored it. 

21. For évéxp., Tis. & Al. read gxp., fr. 
BKLV &, Tis. says, 70 curss., to wh. add Lam. 
528, 1175, 7778, 87, 88, 89, Scr. h, i, 1, m, n, p, 

»T, V, w, Z, Mus. 5559, 5468, 11838, et al. The 
» may have been, as Al. avers, introduced fr. 
| Matt.: but there, too, above 12 copies have 
éxpuy., wh. possibly there and probably here 
proceeded from critics who stumbled at the 
constrn iy—els. 

24, For wéAns, Gr., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Ovpus, fr. BDLT* ], 131, & Orig., regarding 
wor. as a crit. altern fr. Matt. vii. 13, and al- 
though the authority is very slender, it is suffi- 
ciently compensated by internal evidence, inas- 
much as it is far more probable that @upas was 
altered to the wvAns of Matt. than the contrary; 
and since the Alexn critics tampered with wvAns, 
altering it to Gupas at || Matt., not with @vpac— 
as at Acts iii. 2—why should they here? That 
Orig. read Ovpac is plain, and that it did not 
originate with him (as Matthsi supposes) is cer- 
tain fr. its being recognized in the It. vers. 
IlvAne was likely to be brought into the text 
80 extensively from the greater notoriety and 
celebrity of St. Matthew's representation of our 
Lord's discourse, which had attracted the notice 
of < neathen philosopher, and was made the 
subject of plagiarism by the later Cebes, in 
whose well-known Tabula the gate or entrance is 
constantly designated by the term wéAn, wh. 
was selected by St. Matth. in preference to the 
usual term 6vpa for reasons which I have at 


vatge pointed out. 
. The 2nd xdpre is cancd by Tis. & AL, fr. 
BL 1,131. But external evidence is quite in- 
sufficient, and internal unfavourable, since it 
was far more likely to have been accidentally 
omitted in 4 MSS. than introduced into all but 
4, and the Syr. verss. “fr. Matt. xxv. 11,” says 
Al., which, however, is not a parallel passage. 

27. owas is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 157, 
346, & It. vers., as brought in fr. Matt. vii. 23, 
xxv. 12. But in those passages the constrn is 
different. Here the vuas was prob. removed by 
critics who thought the pronoun pleonastic and 
better away; though the idiom is one quite 
classical, and so far from being pleonastic, it is 
intensive. 

The ol before igydra:z is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
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fr. BDEGHLSVXA & 15 curss. [add Lam. 
1176, 92, 93, Ser. v, H, Mus. 17740, 17982), & 
Cyril. A]. supposes it to be introduced fr. Matt. 
vil. 23. But that is far less probable than that 
the oi, if not genuine, was tutroduced, not in- 
deed fr. || Matt., but as thought necessary by 
revisers, who (as Tis. observes) conjoining close] 

wavres with épyata:, thought it so, thoug 

mistakingly, since the words may be separated 
by a comma, as Tis. 3 points, which I would 
now do, double-bracketing the ol. Render: 
‘Depart all of you from me, O doers of 


srs aa 
29. The dad before Bogp. ia cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. most of the uncials and very man 
curss., to wh. I can add all the Lam. & Scr., 
several Mus. copies; and since internal evi- 
dence is rather against it, I would now bracket it. 

32. For éwereX@, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
daor., fr. BL 33, 124, and although attested by 
very slender external evidence, it has a con- 
siderable support fr. internal, wh. is strongly in 
its favour, since it could not bave been a gloss 
on éw:r. nor an emendn, the term being too 
recondite to have occurred to Alexn critics; 
whereas a7ror. was likely to be altered to éwcr. 
as the more usual term, or to have come fr. a 
gloss of the scholiasts. This is not the only in- 
stance in wh. the term amor. has passed into 
dorer. Other exx. occur in Dionys. Hal. Ant. 
ii. 40, xoas dworeXovor (where the Vat. MS. 
has éwired.), with wh. comp. the expression 

wapyxas dwor. in Plato. So also Thucyd. i. 
108, vii. 2, besides many other passages adduced 
by Schweigh. on Polyb. ii. 58, 7, iii. 84, 2, iv. 
72, 10, and also in his Lex. Polyb., where he 
says that it is every where confounded by the 
scribes with the more usual term éait. ; though 
it would seem that the critics had as much to do 
with the change as the scribes. The reason why 
the altern was resorted to was from the extent 
of signifn belonging to dmor., so that the true 
sense intended was not seen, which here is “ to 
effect, bring about, cures;’’ so constituting a 
very exact technical term, wh., indeed, I cannot 
find any where else, but wh. we might expect fr. 
Luke the physict 

35. idnré ue is edd by Tis. & Al., fr. ABKM 
69, et al. [add Lam. 1177, Scr. p, w]. But it 
seems a mere critl emendn to remove cacophony. 
“Eos HEat, edd by Tis. & Al., is very specious, 
but, I apprehend, a mere crit! correcn. 


XIV. 3. T. & A. cancel el, fr. BDL 59 [add 
Mus. 5540, 11836, Pers., Cop., Jer. Syr., & It. 
verss.]: while Ln. retains it, rightly, since al- 
though it may have come, as Al. supposes, fr. 
Matt. xii. 10, it is quite improbable that it 
should have been introduced into all the copies 
but four, and also the Pesch. Syr., Vig., Arab., 
& /&th. verss., and several It. copies, for no 
reason, since it would here, on account of the 
elwe—)é-yor, involve a harshness intolerable— 
to get rid of which some critics, it seems, having 
in mind supra vi. 9, removed the si alone; 
while others, as in D et al., both ei and Agywr; 
wh. is simply a blending of the two modes of 
emendation. 

For @spawatvecv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read Gepa- 
wevoa, fr. BDL 1, 124, 31, 209, 254, Schol., & 
Caten. The t. rec. may have been brought in 
(as T. & Al. suppose) fr. || Matt. xii. 10, but 
there DL & al. have Gepawsvca:. Hence it is 
prob. that in buch passages Oepawavoat was 3 
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mere correction, supresie’ by Matt. xvii. 16, of 
a critic, who thought that propriety of language 
called for the aorist, since the verb i£sao7: is 
used of future actions impending, or which may 
happen. So in Matt. xix. 3, eer dwoXvoat. 
ME x. 2, el gEeortyv—dwodvea. Lk. vi. 9, 
iEsariv—ayaboroijoa. 2 Cor. xii. 4, & obx 
g&. AaAnoat. 

After @epan., Tis. & Al. insert 4 0d, fr. BDL 
& 9 curss., congeners of DL, It., Cop., Sah., & 
lat. Syr. veras. And Al. supposes the words 
* removed because not in || Matt.” But that 
this shd happen in all the copies exc. 12 is far 
leas likely than that in those few the words, sug- 
gested by the scholiasts, and perhaps the It. 
copies, were added in order to more fully 
develope the sense. 

5. I am still disinclined, notwithstanding the 
strong authority alleged for vice instead of dyos 

add Lam. 1176, 77, 79, 88, 89, 92, 93, Scr. h, 

, 1, m,n, 8, t, Mus. 5559, 5731, 5777, 11836 & 
8, 16183 & 4, 15581, 16943, 17740 1 m., 17982], 
to admit it, though since internal evidence is in 
its favour, i would now edit dvos, thus regarding 
the reading as yet an open question. 

For éuwac., T. & A. read weo., fr. AL & 20 
cursives [add Lam. 1176, 77, Scr. o, p, Mus. 
5540, et al.], and it would seem confirmed by 
supra vi. 39, though there éuwec. is edit. i L., 
T., & A., on stronger authority than oreo. here. 
The same variation of reading occurs at Matt. 
xv. 14, wecovvra:, where, however, several 
ancient MSS. have éuweco. See note. But the 
plana of Matt. is no rule for that of Lk. 

t would seem that Matt. wrote wec., and that 
Luke may have written either word, but more 
prob. éuawec., wh. Tis. 3 restores, and defends 
on ee ey grounds wh. had already occurred to 
myself. 

The éy before 7m. is abs. fr. 6 uncials and, 
Tis. says, 20 curss. [add Scr. p, w, y, Mus. 5540, 
11836]: but internal evidence is adverse, since 
it was more likely to be removed as superfluous, 
or om. by accident, as absorbed in the ov pre- 
ceding, than to be inserted for any cause whatever. 

6. airw is cancd by T. & A., fr. BDL 124, 
157, 209, It. e, 1: but retained by Ln., rightly, 
since it was more likely to have been omitted by 
accident, or fr. crit. altern, in 6 copies, than to 
have been inserted in all the rest. T. 3 restores 
it, well remarking: ‘‘ Molestum erat propter 
wo. ravta: hinc alteri om. aire, alteri [1, 
118, 131] pro ait. wp. travra reposuerunt 
apds aurov.” 

9. I would now read, with L., T., & A., 
pera, fr. ABDEGLMVAA and many curss., 
excl. of Lam. 1176, 78, 89, 93, Scr. h, 0, v, x, 
H, Mus. 1810, 5550, 5731, 17740, confirmed by 
internal evidence. 

10. For avarecov, I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., adopted dvdwece, fr. half of the uncials 
and many curss., exclus, of all the Lam. exc. 
1188, 92, nearly all the Scr., & 8 of the most 
ancient Mus. copies. The same reading is recd 
on yet stronger evidence at inf. xvii. 7. 

or elwn, épeit, ed. by Tis. alone, fr. BLX 

5 curss., is not to be tolerated, since it is evi- 
dently a false corrn proceeding fr. critics who 
supposed that gost should be used as supra v. 9, 
forgetting that the constructions are not the 
same, and that the uijwors may take the fut., 
yet not va, at least in the full teltc sense. 

12. The two transpns adopted by Tis. & Al: 
(not La.), ff BDLRX & BDL, rest on insuffi- 


cient authority, and were prob. alterations of 
positn suggested by the Syr. & It. verss. 

13. avarsipous here & tnfr. v. 26, adopted b 
La., fr. ABDE!LPR 157 [add Lam. 1176, 77, 
87, Scr. y, Mus. 17740", is inadmissible, not as 
being, what I once supposed, an itacistic spelling, 
nor an absolute barbarism (thus it is used by 
Greg. Nyss. & other later fathers; and even Phry- 
nichus only calls it a vx/garism), but as a form 
of very late and impure Grecism, perhaps peculiar 
to some countries as provincial, though not 
likely to have been used by Luke. It occurs 
not unfrequently in the best class. writers, but 
never in the Sept. exc. 2 Macc. viii. 24, and 
there dvameipovs is found in the Alexn MS. 
and a few others. Hence it may have been 

culiar to Egypt, though not to Syria & Asia 

inor. 

16. éwolnas may be, as Al. supposes, “ a corrn 
to the historical tense ;” but that it should have 
crept into all the copies exc. 4 (BR 1, 209) is 
very improbable; and hence Tis. continues to 
reject it. 

I cannot, with Ln., Tis., & Al. edit néyap, 
fr. BDA and, Tis. says, 30 curss. [add Lam. 
1177, 87, 88, Ser. q, r, y, z, H, Mus. 1810, 
5540°2 mm, 5468, 5859, 5731, 1581, 16943, 
Cov. 1 (om. by Mill), & De Missy 1 (om. by 
Labetoa because I cannot find any evidence to 

rove the existence of this mascul. form of 

eimrvoy, unless at a period much later than the 
age of St. Luke, since the ex. wh. seems to 
exist in Diod. Sic. iv. 3 in some of the MSS. is 
by Dind. justly supposed to have been brought 
in by the ecribes as a form well known to, and 
prob. used by, them ; which seems the case here, 
exc. that in the age of the evangelists it was 
prob. only a colloquial form, or a provincialism, 
which had not got into the written language 
and that of books. Its occurrence in the Chron. 
Pasc. p. 423, Schol. on Aristoph. Pac. 564, and 
other exx. adduced by Schaef. on Bast. E 
Crit. p. 61, and even its exiatence in the Florence 
MS. of sop, Fab. cxxxiv., where it is prob. 
the genuine reading of the writer, does not dis- 
prove it. That it is not a mere ism, 
rap agin in carelessness of scribes adding the 
» tr. the following « taken for » is proved by 
the number of MSS. (far ter than is sup- 
pred) wh, present it, and some of them, as 

at., B, & Mus. 5540, a 2a manu, and ex 
correctione. 

21. The expunging of éxstvos by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. A (B, teste Mato) DKELPR & 10 curss. 
[add Lam. 1177, Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540], with 
the It., Vig., Cop., & Arm. verss., is indefensi- 
ble, it being plainly removed by correction of 
those Alexn critics who so oft apply themselves 
to polish the style of N. T. by getting rid of all 
pronouns that may be dispensed with. See note 
supr. xii, 45, wh. comes under the same cate- 


gory. 
The position cai ruAovs xal ywXods, adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDFKLMU & 25 curss. 
add Lam. 528, 1177, Scr. m, n, p, w, Mus. 5540, 
468, 5731, 11838, 16581, 17740, 17982, et al], 
with the It., Vlg., & other verss., and Basil, is 
probably, but not parent the gains reading. 
23. pou 6 olxos, ed. by T. & A. (not Ln.), fr. 
AB (teste Mato) DKLRX 157 [add Scr. w, 
Mus. 5540], Ital. e, & Cop., may be genuine; 
but it seems rather a mere altern of position by 
critics in order to accommodate it to the usual 
position of the pronoun occurring in the Gospels : 
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and though it may seem confirmed by ov elvat 
pad. at v. 27, yet there B and most other uncials, 
with many curss, [add Lam. 528, 1176, 77, 88, 
92, Mus. 17982, et al.], have eivai pov pal., wh. 
is ed. by Tis. & Al., not Ln. 

26. For éavrov, avrou is ed. by Tis. 2 & 
Al., fr. ADEFGHKMUVXAA & 60 curss. 
{add all the Lam. exc. 1187, 88, Scr. i, k, 1, m, 
N, 0, p, q, T, 8, V, W, & several Mus. copies]: and 
it may seem to be confirmed by the avrov at v. 
27, where, however, L., T., & A. read éavrou, 
fr. ABL*M3A & 10 cures. [add Lam. 1]77, 88, 
& Ser. i, y, H]; and even dere Tis. 3 restores 
éavtov, wh. I would still retain, but am dis- 

to edit avrov at v. 27. 

For gr: dé, I would now read, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., ér:s re, fr. BLRA and some copies of 
Ital. vers., notwithstanding the slenderness of 
the external authority, because internal evidence, 
strongly in its favour, compensates for the de- 
ficiency, inasmuch as gr: +e being a rare form 
was likely to be altered to the far more usua 
and purer Greek form gr: dé. As to the former, 
it does not occur, as Dr. Robins. Lex. states, in 
Xen. (con. vi. 12; and as to Plate, p. 279, re- 
ferred to by Dindorf in Steph. Thes. in v., it 
only occurs in one or two copies, all the rest 
and the editions having gr: dé. In fact, the 
circumstance that gr: re occurs in all the copies 
exc, one at Acts xxi. 28 decides the point for 
aire ve here, esp. when the character of the 
authors in which the very few certain exx. occur 
confirms that decision. Now these are Hdian 
v. 2, 13, Athen. p. 452, where gre +e occurs in 
all the copies but one of late date, Heron. 
Autom. p. 247, Galen, vol. iv. p. 29 & 14l, 
vol. v. p. 23, Horap. i. 10, p. 12, Cosmas In- 
dicopl. p. 113 C, D, 172 C, et al. But all those 
writers were Asiatic, Syrian, & Alexn Greeks, 
and there can be little doubt that Luke used it 
twice (though once gr: 62 xai) as an idiom of 
provincial, and in Luke's case Syrian Greek. 

I cannot receive 6 before JéAwy, though 
supported by 8 uncials and, Tis. says, 60 curse. 
{add Lam. 528, 1176, 1192, Scr. k, m,n, q, r, 6, 
w, Maus. 5731, 5777, 15581, 14774, 16183 
17740, 17982], since, however ancient the read- 
ing may be, it seems to have been introduced by 
critica, who thought the art. necessary, and saw 
it used at Rom. 1ii. 7, Col. ii. 8, and elsewh. ; 
but it may here be very well dispensed with, and 
was bag ess likely to be removed than t- 


I have brackd +a before wpoe dm. (cancd by 
T.& A., fr. BDL & 2 curses. [add Lam. 528)), 
because internal evidence is against it. I have 
placed the mark of doubt before pds chiefly for 
the same reason, since it seems a mere gloss on 
ele found in AEGHK MSUTLAA and, Tis. says, 
60 curss., to which I add Lam. 1177, 92, Scr. h, 
i, k, v, Mus. 1810, 5777, 5468, 5559, 5731, 
11838, 15581, 16184, 17740, 17982, & Cov. 1. 

29. airw tua. is edd by Ln, Tis., & Al., 
fr. BKLROX & 12 curse. [add Lam. 1188, Ser. 
Pp, W, Y, Zz, Mus. 5540, 5559, et al.] But it is 
prob. a mere crit. altern. The same may be 
said of éripe Bac. ovuf., edd at v. 31 by Ln., 
Tie, & Al., fr. ABDLRX & 5 curss. 

31. For dwayvr., Ln., Tis., & Al. read twayvr., 
fr. ABDRXA 1, 53, 346 {add 1175]: but it 
is a mere critical emendation, oft occurring 
elsewh., thongh here out of place, as presenting 
a wrong idea, the true sense being to encounter 
in hostility. See note on Matt. xxviii. 9. 


lll 


32. abrov wopp. is edd by L., T., & A., fr. 
BDLX etal. But it seems a mere crit. altern 
of position, as algo that at v. 33, eTvai uou nat 
ed. by Ln. fr. BLR & 5 curss. [add Lam. 1188, 
Scr. y, & De Missy 1, om. by Wets. ]. 

34. After xadov, T. & A. add ovy, fr. BLX 
69, 124, 346, Cop. 2, Sahid., & Caten.; but ex- 
ternal authority is very slender, and internal 
evidence adverse, it being far less probable that 
ovy should, as Al. supposes, have been ‘removed 
because not found in |j Mk. ix. 50,” than that 
it should have been inserted by critics who, 
not perceiving the force of the asyndeton, thought 
some particle necessary, and ody suitable. 

After 62, L., T., & A. subjoin «ai, fr. BDLX 
& 6 curss. [add L. 1188, Scr. 1, which may be 
genuine, and have been lost by carelessness of 
scribes: not, as Al. supposes, removed because 
not found in || Mk. owever, it was more 
prob. introduced fr. the Syr. & Ital. verss., of 
wh. the translators, thinking the word implied, 
ventured to express it, for greater perspicuity. 


XV. 1. abra dyyif., edd by Ln, Tis, & 
Al., fr. ABKLMRV & 12 curss. [add Lam. 528, 
Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540, Burl., om by Wets.], is 

sibly genuine, but prob. a corrn of position. 

he re after the Ist of inserted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDL, may be genuine, and used as in 
Acts i. 13, xiii. 1, Rom. i. 20: but that it shd 
have been removed (as Al. supposes) in all the 
MSS. but 3, as superfluous, is but in- 
credible. 

4. && abriov dy is edd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BD 1, 69, 131, 157, 346, and Al. pronounces t. 
rec. &y && abr. “a rearrangement of constrn de- 
rived fr. || Matt. :** but such was far less likely 
to have got into all the copies exc. 8, than that 
in those 8 there should have beon an altern of 
position for the sake of imparting greater force 
to the @v, q. d. even one. 

6. For eavrov, DFKLATA &, Tis. states, 
50 curss. [I add Lam. 1187, 88, 92, Scr. 1, m, n, 
PR ,T, 8, V, W, Y, Z ro i,o), Mus. 5540, 14774, 

1740 1 m., 17982 I m.] have avrov. The « 
may have sprung fr. the preceding s, or the true 
reading may be avrov. 

or ovyxavsi, DEA &, Tis. says, 30 
curss. [I add Lam. 528, 1177, Scr. i, q, r, Mus. 
14774, and Muralto’s Pet. A bee several fathers 
have ovyxaXeirat, wh. Al. pronounces “an 
accommodation to v. 9:” but even there ovy- 
xadet is in BKLUXA &, Tis. says, 25 curse. 
{add Lam. 1175, 87, 88 bis, Scr. h, i, x, y, Mus. 
5540 et al. and is edd by Tis. 2 & 3, but re- 
jected by Al., who supposes it “ a conformation 
to v. 6.” But this double adjustment is too 
artificial (resting on mere surmise) to be adopted. 
It can hardly be doubted that, in either case, the 
midd. form was introduced by critl revisers, who 
thought that Lk. was more likely to use it, since 
he does so supr. ix. 1, xxiii. 13, Acts x. 24, 28, 
where there is no variation of reading. Yet Lk. 
was as likely to use the active as the middle 
form; and that he did so at Acts v. 25 is 
pore on the strongest evidence, for the middle 
orm is presented in only 2 copies. After ma- 
ture consideration, I am now induced, with 
Tis., to cuyKxadst at both the verses, the 
rather slender amount of external testimony at 
v. 6 being re gr by internal evidence in 
its favour, for that the act. and the middle form 
should alternate within the com of two 
verses is very improbable. That the evangelist 
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should elsewhere use the mid. form is no wonder, 
since it is used by Epiphan. & Cosmas Indicopl., 
two writers of Palestine & Syria. It prob. took 
its rise fr. the Ionic Greek of Asia Minor, of 
which Luke's style has a strong tinge. 

7. For yapa tore tv +o otp., Tis. 2 & Al. 
read yapa éy Tw ovp. iors, fr. BL 33, 157, evi- 
dently a capricious correction of Alexn critics, 
as Tis. prob. now sees, since he has in ed. 3 
restored the ordinary position. 

9. The 2nd ras is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 

fr. BL & al. pauc., or rather one other, No. 157. 
But it is prob. a correcn of critics, who thought 
the éwo articles more than needed. Thus other 
critics, as we find from D, removed the second 
Tas. 
12. For «ai, Ln., Tis. & Al. read 6 3é, fr. 
ABL, Cop. But internal evidence confirms 
the strongest external against the change, as 
Tis. 3 now sees, who has restored the «ai. 

14, I am now inclined to adopt, for t. rec, 
loxyupos, Loyuoed, fr. ABDLR 1, 33, 131, 
somewhat confirmed by internal evidence from 
its being a eo form, and yet not unlikely 
to be used by Lk., and, what is more, by the 
same variation occurring at Acts xi. 28, where 
T. & A. edit peyaAnpy, while Al. retains péyap, 
as he does here ioyvpds. See my note on the 


passage. 

16. For yeploat Tiy Koi. avrov, BEDLR & 
8 curss. read yopracOjvar, a critl correcn of a 
somewhat homely expression, yet employed 
by a rather refined writer, Themistius, Orat, 
xxiii. p. 293, and here at least suitable to the 
occasion, and hence needing no correction. 

17. Fer elw., Tie. reads ign, fr. BL 13, 69, 
124, 346, close congeners of BD; but how 


wrongly, will appear fr. my note on Matt. xix. 


21. For wepsacetovor, Tis. & Al. read we- 
togevorrat, fr. ABP & 3 cures. & Nonn. [add 
am. 1177, 11881, Mus. 11836]: and the latter 
ronounces the t. rec. “a change to more usual 
orm.” But whether the pass. form employed, 

as it would be here, in a meut. sense, ig more 

usual, may be doubted. As to Matt. xiii. 12 & 

xxv. 29, alleged by philelegists, those passages 

are not to the ose, WepioosuOHjaerar bein 

a true pass. fr. the act. form being used in a Aiphel 

sense, ‘to make abound.” 

After ive d2, I have, with Ln., Tia, & AL, 
admitted wde as called for by internal evidence, 
because it is far more likely to have been in- 
advertently omitted by scribes, or expunged by 
critics, than to have been interpolated for no 
aria oe reason. In admitting it, I have, with 

h., Tis., & Al., preferred the positn after éya 
éi because it is far better attested, being in 
DRU and about 12 curss. [add Mus. 5468], and 
better accounts for the extensive omission of the 
word, which, however, was not so much lost by 
homeot. or variety of positn as removed by fas- 
tidious critics, who, as on many other occasions 
[seo Matt. xiv. 8, Mk. vi. 3, Lk. ix. 12, xi. 41, 
xvi. 25], from a sort of objection te what might 
be thought a homely and somewhat obscure ex- 

reasion, either removed it as seeming super- 
uous, or changed its positn, as here and Matt. 

xiv. 18, or, again, altered it to another word. 

It may, indeed, sometimes seem elegantly pleo- 

nastic, like our adverb here, but that is not the 

case in the present ©, wh. may be Lest 
rendered, ‘“‘ whereas J here am perishing with 
hunger.”" Comp. Lk. ix. 12, ade év éprip. Tor. 
dapiv: Matt. xiv. 8, dos os dds éwl whyane: 
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Mk. viii. 4, ode tal tpnplas. See infr. xvi. 
25 & note; also Matt. xiv. 18 & note. With 
the use of wée here, & Matt. xiv. 8, Mk. viii. 4, 
Lk. ix. 12, compare that of our word here in 
Milton, Parad. L. ii. 99, “I upon my frontiers 
here keep residence.” 

19, 21. In both of these verss. «ai before ov«- 
és is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al.; at the former, 
on the authority of ABDEHKLQRUVXIAA 
& 35 curss. [add Lam. 1176 & 77, 87, 88, 92, 
Scr. h, k, p, v, w, x, y, P, Mus. 5540, 5777, 
15581, Cov. 1, & some verss.];—at the latter, 
fr. ABDKL & 5 curss. [add Lam. 1177, Scr. w, 
Mus. 5540]. Griesb. & Sch. cancel the former; 
but Ln., Tis., & Al. retain the latter «ai, doubt- 
less from the comparative slenderness of exter- 
nal authority, on wh. account, too, I bracketed 
the Ist xai, but left the 2nd without brackets, 
Yet if the omission of «ai be, as it seems, in- 
tensive by ry geriptes it would rather be ex- 
pected at v. 21, where, nevertheless, the autho- 
rity for its absence is very slender, and internal 
evidence against its removal, since it was not 
unlikely to have been expunged, for the sake of 
making the wording square with v. 19. I have 
little doubt that the «ai in both verss. is genuine, 
and that the text was tampered with by critics, 
who stumbled at the «al coming so soon after 
another «ai, and rding it as redundant 
before ovxérs, removed it; while others, though 
retaining it, altered ovaére to od«. 

22. Before ee xare, Ln. & Al. insert 
vay, fr. BLX & 5 cures., It., Vig., & Cop.; 
while Gr., Sch., & Tis. reject it,—rightly, since 
external authority is insufficient, anid not com- 
pensated by internal evidence, wh. is unfavour- 
able, the word being far more likely to have 
been inserted (fr. xvi. 6) than, as Al. thinks, 
‘‘ removed as unusual :” for though it happens 
not to occur in || Lk., yet it does 13 times in 
the other writers of N. T., which might s t 
its insertion here. It was similarly obtraded at 
Mk. xvi. 8. 

I still, with Ln., reject the reading pépere, 
for é£evéyxare; though I am of opinion that 
it arose not only fr. the cause I have assigned, 
but also fr.a desire to remove a sort of tauto- 
logy, and to introduce what seemed a more 
suitable term. See note on Mk. xi.2. Iam 
now inclined to remove the Ist ri, as in 7 
uncials and several curss. (to wh. I can add 
some Mus. MSS. & Scr. p, w). The 2nd rap 
is, teste Mato, not abs. in B. 

24. The Ist «ai in the 2nd clause ies abs. fr. 
ABDLPQRX & 30 curss., exclus. of all the Lam. 
copies exc. 528, 1178, 79, 87, Ser. i, a v, w, & 
Burl. MS.; and it is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al. 
Though it is difficult to account for its introduc- 
tion into 0 many copies, yet I am now disposed 
to part with it. It crept in, I suspect, after the 
sentence had got into confusion, and then was 
only slowly and yarerceny eliminated by the 
revisers omitting «at. 

The gv adrodwAws, adopted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABL & a few curss., to which I can add 
several Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, rests on no 
sufficient authority; nor is it supported by in- 
ternal evidence, since it seems a mere crit. altorn 
of posite te vary the expression. 

9. After watpl, Ln. & Al. insert avrov, fr. 
AB (not 80 teste Maio) DPRAA & 30 curss. 

add Lam. 1175, 93, Ser. h, r,x], It., Vig., Cop., 
yr., & Sah. verss. Internal evidence is almost 
equally balanced. It might be removed because 
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thought superfluous and involving a sort of tau- 
tology: or it might be added in order to corre- 
spond to the avrou at v. 28, and suggested by 
the verss.; which is the more probable supposi- 
tion. 

30. Before wopva@y, Ln., Tis., & Al. prefix 
tov, fr. ADLQRX, Cop., & Sah. But it was 
far less likely to be lost, through inadvertence of 
scribes, or removed as unnecessary, than to be 
inserted in all the copies exc. 6, by crit. revisers, 
fr. such passages as Matt. xxi. 31 seq., 1 Cor. vi. 
16, and Rev. xvii. 6. 

For tov pooy. rT. ot., Tis. & Al. read rdy 
Orr. pocy., fr. BDLQR without curss., & Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. ‘‘ a repetition fr. v. 23°°—as if so 
needless an altern could have come into all the 
copies but four. It is far more prob. that the 
reading of those four was the altern of critics, 
who thought that, as the words had before oc- 
curred tn fall at v. 23 and 27, an abbreviated 
form of what was there said would here be 
better composition as avoiding tautology. 

32. In deference to the judgment of Tis., I 
am now willing to bracket ijv, because external 
authority for its absence is not inconsiderable (to 
which I can add Lam. 1188, Scr. y, and the 
Burl. MS., omd by Wets.); and internal evi- 
dence, though almost equally balanced, is rather 
in favour of the word. As to é{nae, I must 
still, with In., decline receiving a reading 
founded on mere surmise, on such insufficient 

evidence as a@ little knot of 3 or 4 copies (close 
congeners), to wh. I can make no addition. 
However, the dv was prob. not, as I have srinpowed 
lost by accident, but removed by crit] licence 
on the same grounds, and probably by the same 
critics as those who wrote roy our. mooy. supr. 
v. 30, where see note. 


XVI. 1. avrov after wad. is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr BDLLR & 2 curss., with It. e & Arm. 
vers.; but wrongly, since this forms one of the 
Dany passages in wh. avrov was expunged b 
the Alex. critics as superfluous ; though here all 
but indispensable, as serving to point the opposn 
between the Scribes and Pharisees, mentioned 
supr. xv. 2, and our Lord’s disciples here: and 
hence the force of the «ai after dé is evident, 
for want of seeing which, some critics, as we 
find from SV & ob curss,, cancelled the dé as 
unnecessary. The force of the 62 xai (on wh. 
see my Lex. on é2) shows that this is a continua- 
tion of the preceding narrn, and that the par- 
ticle serves to point at the ge 

2. For éuyyon, BDP & 10 curss. [exclus. of 
Lam. 1177, 88, 92, Scr. y, z] have ddvy, wh. is 
rejected by Mey., Al., & Tis. 2, on the ground 
that had duvy been the original reading, it would 
have been altered not to dvvion, but to ddvacat. 
See, however, note on Mk. ix. 22, whence it 
will appear that Lk. may have written ddvn; 
and the words are not unfreqy confounded 
scribes in the Sept. But internal evidence is 
here rather in favour of duvvijoyn as prob. a pro- 
vincial idiom. 

5. For xpewd., Ln., Tis., & Al. read ypeod. 
fr. almost al] the uncials (not B) and severa 
curse. [add Lam. 1176, 77, 92, Scr. 0, 8, v, Mus. 
6540, 5777, 5559, 16183 & 4, 17740) Fovane 
rightly, as will appear fr. note supr. vii. 41. 

6. For wai, Ln., Tis., & Al. read o dd, fr. 
ABLR & 6 curss.: and Al. pronounces xai to 
be “‘an emendn in order to mark the change of 
persons.” But that such a petty alteration, for 
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a purpose 80 bootless, should have got into all 
the copies exc. ten, is far less credible than that 
in those ten 6 éé arose fr. error of scribes, the 
preceding word being still in their minds. 

For 76 yyoaupa, the reading Ta ypappara 
here and v. 7 is very ancient, but ought not to 
have been received by Ln., Tis., & Al. on euch 
slender authority as BDLR alone, without con- 
firmation from cursives or from internal evi- 
dence, since it was as likely that ypauuara 
should have come fr. the Lat. verss., as that 
Yedaumua should have been altered to yodupara 
—nay, more 80, since yra@upua, denoting a con- 
tract or bond, though found in Jos. Ant. xviii. 

, 3, adtw wapacyety eel yeapuart Kai 
wiotet avrou, occurs no where else, though the 
single ex. is so strongly worded as to suffice for 
confirmation here; and from its being unknown 
to the critics, would occasion their altering it to 
ypaupara suggested by the Lat. copies. 

7. wai before Agyer, cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BLR & 5 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1177, 
Scr. p], & 4 Ital. copies, is a mere emendn of 
critics to remove one of three concurring xal’s. 

9. Were there more authority, I would read, 
with Tis. & Al., xai éyw&, fr. BLR 1, 131; & cd 
it be made out that an emphasis was intended at 
the pronoun before wo:jo., I shd be willing to 
read, with Tis. & Al., éavrots, fr. BL. But 
the emphasis, if any, may have been meant for 
Uuty, and the extreme slenderness of evidence 
for the other reading dissuades its adoption. 

I still continue to decline receiving, with Sch. 
& Ln., éxAiawy, since there is no good proof that - 
the word can mean fail, e.g. to fall short: 
though @ycaupév dvéxXerwrov supr. xii. 33 
seems to allude to such a sense. 

15. éoriv, wh. I have brackd, is cancd b 
Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDKLPRS 
and above 70 curss., exclus. of nearly all tho 
Lam. & Scr., & the best Mus. copies. 

16. For gws, Tis. & Al. read péype, fr. 
BLRX & 7 curss., also Clem. & Orig. The 
words are elsewhere confounded by the scribes, 
e.g. Matt. xiii. 30, Phil. ii. 30, where ws has 
displaced péyp:, though whether here, may, 
from the slenderness of external authority, be 
doubted. 

18. The 2nd sas is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDL & 5 curss., It., Vig., & some other 
verss.—insufficient authority, espec. as not con- 
firmed by internal evidence, since it is less 
likely that «ai was should be, as Al. supposes, “ a 
repetition of the foregoing,” than that it shd have 
been removed by critics as superfluous, and not 
found in || Matt. That it is, however, not super- 
Jfluous appears by considering that such a repeti- 
tton in the recitation of a legal declaration is a 
matter of ordinary occurrence in all ages and 
countries. 

20. jv is cancd by Tis., fr. BDLX & 5 curss, 
in the closest connexion, but retained by Al., 
rightly, since, as he observes, the absence of 9» 
was necessitated by the omission of Ss in the 
same MSS. I cannot follow Ln., Tis., & Al. 
in adopting, for mAKxapévos, eiXxwmuévos, fr. 
12 uncials & 11 curss. [add Lam. 1177, Scr. v, 
x, 2, & Mus. 5777, 16183, 17982], and unsup- 
ported by internal evidence, since it seems a 
mere blunder of scribes, occasioned by the erro- 
neous augment occurring in very late Gk. 
writers, or in the language of common life, by 
wh. the elf was used for 7. See Dindorf on 
Steph, Thes. in v., who adduces come exx. of 
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this anomalous augment occurring in copies of 
se cr. & Dioscor. 
. The words rev Wryiwy are cancd by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BL, 8 Ital. copies, Cop., Sah., & Syr., 
Jer., & several fathers. But internal evidence 
confirms external authority against the removal, 
since it was far less likely that the two words 
should have been obtruded into all the MSS. 
exc. 2 fr. Matt. xv. 27, than in those 2 have 
been lost by homeotel. in tav—rav. The 
words seem to have been removed by critics who 
thought them superfluous, and such as a pure 
class. writer would not have used; and that is 
confirmed by the passages of Pythagoras and the 
Hymn to Ceres w ich d have cited in my note. 
For dwéXe:y., Ln., Tis., & Al. read éwéd., 
fr. ABLX. But external authority for this is 
quite insufficient; and internal unfavourable, 
since éa, being prob. an eusier reading, was de- 
vised to get rid of a certain harshness In a7éX., 
wherein, however, there is a sensus preunans 
for “licked off the blood and purulent matter 
by licking over the surface.” Moreover, évi- 
Aetx. rests on very precarious evidence, only 
occurring, as a var. lect. of one MS., in Longus, 
p. 23, 4, ed. Schaef., where we have éwéAecyev 
for éwirpexev, though even there éwédrcy. 
seems to be a conjectural emendn to get rid of 
the difficulty involved in éwérpayev, which, 
however, is only such to those who do not bring 
to miud that sense of gwirpéyec by which it is 
band to Lat. percurrere, to run over the notes 
of a musical instrument, such as the chords of a 
stringed instrument, as in Athen. p. 139 g, or 
the pipes of a wind instrument, as in Alcipp. iii. 


22. I have bracketed rov before ’A8p. (cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al.), because it is abs. fr. half 
of the uncials, and very many curss., exclus. of 
all the Lam. MSS. exc. 528 & 1189, nearly all 
the Scr., & all the Mus. copies of antiquity and 
weight. Besides, internal evidence is against it, 
inasmuch as it was more likely to be inserted 
than ejected, by critics not aware that though 
strict propriety here calls for the art.. yet it ma 
be dispensed with. The case is different wit 
the row at v. 23, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDLX & Orig.; for though the use of the art. 
is quite consistent with propriety, it is not in- 
dispensable; and that it should have been inter- 
polated in all the copies exc. 4 is incredible. 

25, Xb is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BDGHL 
&, Tis. says, 30 curss. [add Lam. 528 & Scr. p, 
P}, with several fathers. But internal evidence 
does not confirm external testimony, since it 
was far less prob. that ot should have been in- 
troduced into all the copies exc. comparatively a 
few “ for antithesis,” as Al. says, than that in 
those the od should have been lost, either by the 
abbrevn for ot being absorbed in the s pre- 
ceding, or by variety of position, which generally 
occasions more or less of omtsston. e same 
pronoun has been oft elsewh. lost out of the con- 
text, or removed from it, of which see exx, in 
note on Joh. iv.19. As respects wde, it is, besides 
the 100 curss. mentd by Tis., in all the Lam. 
MSS. exc. 1777 (for 1178 has neither reading), 
the Scriv. h, i, k, 0, q, 7, 8, ¥, Y, 2, H, Mus. 5540, 
5559, 17740, 17982; and since internal evidence 
strongly confirms external (see note supr. xv. 
17), I would adopt the reading. 

26. I have, with Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al, 
ed. for t. rec. évrevOev, ZvOev, fr. almost all the 
uncials and very many curss., exclus. of all the 


Lam. MSS, exc. 1175 & 77, all the Scr. exe. p, 
v, w, z, H, Mus. 11838, 15581, et al. 

27. For oty os, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit oz ody, 
fr. ABD & 5 curss.—a manifest correcn of com- 


snl. 

PO. After Xéyer, Ln., Tis., & Al. add 62, fr. 
almost all the uncials & many curss. [add Lam. 
1175, 76, 78, Scr. h, i, p, y, w, z, Mus. 5540 et 
al.J: though internal evidence is so equally 
balanced that it is scarcely entitled to admission. 
As to the airw omitted in BL d & cancd by 
Tis. 2, it was prob. removed, as Al, thinks, in 
conformation to v. 27, 30, and Tis, 3 has re- 
stored the word. 


XVII. 1. The position rd oxdvdara pe dd- 
Oziv, adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. BLX only, is 
not sustained by competent authority, nor con- 
firmed by internal evidence, since to suppose it 
came from || Matt. is a groundless surmise. 

2. For puAos dvxds, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
AiBos pvdAccds, fr. BDL & 4 or 5 cures. [add 
Lam. 1188, Scr. y, z, H], together with It, 
Vig., Cop., & Arm. veras. But external evi- 
dence is insufficient, and internal unfavourable, 
since it was less likely that uvA. dyads should 
have come into all the copies exc. 12 fr. Matt. 
xviii. 6, than that Af@. wuA. came fr. Mk. ix. 42, 
where, indeed, Ln. & Al. read dyex., but, as I 
have there shown, wrongly. 

3. The 8% is resumptive, and was only re- 
moved by those who, as also the framers of the 
text of BDLX, did not perceive that rpociyers 
éaurois was, as I have also shown, nthetic. 

5. The words eis os are cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABL & 6 curas. in the closest con- 
nexn with them [add Lam. 1193, Scr. w, Mus. 
5540], with several copies of It. vera, & some of 
the Vulg., with Clem. & Basil. It is easy to 
say, with Al., that “ the words were interpolated 
fr, Matt. xviii. 15” —and they are a0 essential to 
the sense of the context that the thing might 
very well happen—nevertheless, I cannot bring 
myself to think that a writer like Luke, who 
very rarely runs into obscure brevity, would 
have omitted to express the words, wh., neces- 
sary as they are, might have slipped out in a few 
copies by inadvertence of scribes. From a com- 
parison of both es, it would seem that the 
critics stumbled at the repetition of sis oe, here 
followed by éwi o2, which accordingly some ex- 
punged (so Tis. edits from many uncials and 
curss.), While others altered it to wpoe os (ed. 
by Ln. & Al.), fr. ABDLX & several cursives 
[add Lam. 1193, Mus, 5468], but without rea- 
son, since internal evidence is adverse, it being 
manifestly a crit. corrn, inasmuch as wopos is 
more suitable to the context than éwi, the sense 
being, “If he return ufo thee.” 

7. After épet, L., T., & A. insert adre, fr. 
BDLX & 15 cures, {add Lam. 1179], with It., 
Vlg., Cop., Pers., Ar., Syr. post., & some copies 
of the Pesch. Al. pronounces that it was “ re- 
moved as superfluous.” But if eo, how came it 
to be e in almost all the veres.? It 
would seem that the adv was in those few 
copies enserted by some very early critics, who 
thought it hardly to be dispensed with, and who 
observed it to be in the versions. Yet surely it 
may be dispensed with, and was prob. brought 
in to prevent the «i0éws from being joined with 
épet, as it has always been by some philologists, 
though mistakingly. 

For dvawioa:, I would now read dvéwses, 
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with Ln.; Tis., & Al., fr. BDEGHKSUVA & 
70 curss. [add all the Lam. MSS. exc. 1177, 88, 
all the Scr. exc. i, q, r, z, P, H, and the best of 
the Mus. copies}; and so, on nearly as strong 
ila the reading has been adopted supr. 
xiv. 10. 

9. yee X. for X. dyes is ed. by L., T., & A., 
fr. BDGL 124, It. a, e, Copt., & Cypr.: and 
Al. pronounces t. rec. “a transpn_for emphasis.” 
But no emph. ts tmparted ; nor, indeed, was 
any intended, but only a rather stronger expres- 

- sion, serving to clinch the argument. I cannot 
believe that so penerel correct a Greek writer 
as Luke would have adopted a position which is 
eleewh., I believe, unprecedented ; for in Heb. 
xii. 28, Zxwuev yar, the idiom, as will ap 
fr. my note, is of a quite different kind. In 
short, the ordinary position is required to suit 
the potnied force of the inte tion. 

As to lxelve, cancd by L., T., & A., fr. 
ABDLX & 7 It. copies, Cop., & Ambr., tnter- 
nal evidence confirms the strongest external in 
its favour, it being manifestly removed as thought 
superfluous, though thus a pointed expression to 
match the point in the preceding context is lost. 
I am still of the eame opinion as to the genuine- 
ness of the words ov doaw, and the occasion of 
the omission of them. They were prob. re- 
moved by critics, who thought that as the inter- 
Yogative form with uq implies a strong negation, 
the words were both unnecessary and ungram- 
matical: but it occurs, though in answer to a 
question, in Plato, p. 554, and, though with oo, 
in Esch. Prom. It exactly corresponds to 
the Lat. phrase non peo, fr. wh. that Lk. de- 
rived it here is very likely, since his diction is 
allowed to have no slight tinge of Latinism. 
That Tis. now sees the matter in this light is 
plain, since he has restored the words. 

10. Of the two or:’s occurring in this verse, 
the Ist is cancd by Ln., fr. AX & 4 cures. [add 
Ser. v, w, Mus. o} with several verss.: but 
it was prob. removed by critics for the sake of 

etting rid of a tautology. The 2d is cancd by 

E. T., & A., fr. ABDL & 8 curss. [add Lam. 
sete? : but I see no reason for even that change, 
esp. if we point, Adyars Sre dovAor ayp. soper 

Sri, 0 &H. Ort was prob. expunged in 

order to remove a slight flaw in ag trig 

23. Tis. & Al. read ldod éxet idod ads, fr 
BL [add Lam. 1175, 76, 77, 88, Scr. p, y, also 
Bur}. MS.}: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. “a 
conformation partly to v. 21, partly to Matt. 
xxiv. 23." It may be such; but far stronger 
evidence is required to prove that it is. 

26. I am now disposed to orranre vou before 
Nae, on the strong authority of all the uncials 
and the great body of the curas., exclus. of nearly 
all the . & Scr., and most of the Mas. 
copies. 

Kail after fora: is caned by T. & A., fr. 
almost al] the uncials [add B, teste etal Ge 
very many curse., exclus. of nearly all the F 
& some of the Mus. copies. 

27. For é&eyau., L., T., & A. read yan., fr. 
BDLVX & ob curss. [add Lam. 528, Scr. h, 
Mus. 5468, 5731, 5777, 5559, 15581, 16183}, 
and since internal evidence is unfavourable to 
the » I would now bracket the é¢. 

30 would now read 7a aia, with Tis. & 
Al., fr. BDKRX & 10 cures. [add Lem. 1177, 
79, 89, Scr. w, y, z, H], this reading bearing 
stronger marks of genuineness than tavra or 
vrabra, wh. have hitherto been editd. 
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33. For owoat, Tis. & Al. read wrepirorne., 
fr. BL, b, c, i, q. But it seems s mere crit. 
corm suggested by the Ital. version. 

As to airiy, cancd by T. & A., fr. BDR & 
2 curss., it was removed by the same class of 
critics as the former, as Tis. now sees, who has 
restored it. 

The same may be said of évovra: dvo, ed. at 
v. 85 by Ln. & Tis., fr. BDL [add Mus, 5468, 
15581, 17740, 17982}. 

34—36. So great is the variation of reading 
in these vv., that it is very difficult to form 
such a text as may on sure grounds be thought 
genuine. In such a case antiquity of documentary 
evidence both of MSS. & verses. has more than 
its usual weight. At v. 34 the reading dvdo 
svovrac, though resting on strong external evi- 
dence, AKMRU & 30 curss.—excl. of Lam. 
528, 1177, Scr. m, n, p, q3, w, y, Zz, H (not i, r, 
8, x), Mus. 5540, et al.—yet seems derived fr. 
|| Mk. I should be disposed to retain the 6 at 
ele, as required by strict etas lingua (see 
Bp. Midd. on Matt. vi. 24): but our evangelist 
was not cognizant of such canons as that in ques- 
tion; though the strong evidence of al] the un- 
ciale and the great body of the curss. (excl. of 
all the Lam., all the Scr. exc. c, q, r, x, P, and 
almost all the Mus.) for its absence, is not to be 
withstood—especy since internal evidence for it 
is adverse, masmuch as it seeme to have been de- 
rived fr. the 6 at {7epos, wh. is in all the copies 
but one, Ser. o1. At v. 35 for t. rec. duo go., 
Ln. & Tis. 3 read io. dvo, fr. BDL, It. a: but 
Tis. had better have retained, with Al., dvo éo., 
fr. the overwhelming external evidence, con- 
firmed by internal, for the former, since the 
latter seems to have been a mere altern for 
adaptation to the formers; whereas the other 
was adopted for variety’s sake. The same ap- 
plies to the * before ia in the t. rec., wh. rests 
on but slender authority, and was prob. inserted 
in order to match with the 4 at érépa found in 
all the copies: and hence I exclude the former 
9, but retain the latter, and also, with Ln., re- 
tain t. rec. xai y é7., for wh. Tis. & Al. edit 9 
éi é7., fr. BLR 13, 34, 69, on the bare surmise 
that it was formed on v. 34 and the parall. pas- 
gages; whereas in those six copies it arose fr. 
crit] correcn of composn. As respects v. 36 I 
am, on more mature consideration, ready to 
acknowledge that the at weight of MS. 
authority agatnst it (wh. | find confirmed fr. all 
the Lam., all the Scr. exc. h, i, z, H, P, and 
most of the Mus. copies) must forbid the sup- 
poan that it was lost through homeeotel. 

37. Tis. & Al. edit ixet xai ol derol cvvay8., 
regarding t. rec. as derived fr. || Matt. 
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But the 
slenderness of the evidence, und that made up 
from various quarters, destroys all confidence in 
its substantial authenticity. 


XVIII. Ll. atvrode before wpocedy. is in- 
serted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. almost all the 
uncials and, Tis. says, 55 curss. [I can add all 
the Lam. exc. 2, all the Scr. exc. 4, & Mus. 
5468, 5731, 5559, 15581, 1810, 16184, 16943, & 
Cov. 1], and Al. thinks it was “ removed by 
critics on account of the generalty of the subse- 
quent parable.” But that the word should have 
been removed in all the MSS. but s compara- 
tively few on such an insufficient ground ie far 
less likely than that it was txtroduced for the 
sake of firing to particulars what, it seemed, 
would otherwise be left too general, Yet surely 
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so weighty a truth, on so important an occasion, 
could not be made too general. 

I am still of opinion that in this e and 
1 Cor. iv. 1, 16, Gal. vi. 9, Eph. iii. p39 hess. 
iii, 13, éx«. has been wrongly altered to éy«. by 
L., T., & A., fr. 9 uncials and one or two curss. 
IT am, however, no longer of opinion that éyx. 
is a correcn of critics to more class. Greek, 
since it is not a class. Gr. term any more than 
éxx., nay, | ens less. The difference between 
éxxax. and éyxax. is that the latter is a less 
forcible term than the former; and, accordingly, 
if I could suppose that St. Paul used éyxaxeiy 
at all, I should say it was at Eph. iii. 13, where 
the constrn sequente év, no where else found, 
rather confirms it. 

For 70éAncev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 4OeAev, 
fr. ABDLQRXA &, Tis. says, 40 curss. [add 
Lam. 1177, 88, 92, Scr. m, n, v, w, and a few of 
the most ancient Mus. copies, as 5540, 5559, 
17982]. It may be the true reading, but I 
scruple to receive it ; see my note on Mk. ix. 13. 

. For wowjoe:, Ln., Tis., & Al. read worjon, 
fr. BDGMUVXTA &, Tis. says, 50 curss., 
excl. of Lam. 528, 1175, 78, 87, 92, 93, Scr. 1, 
m, n, q, r, Vv, z, H, P, Mus. 5540, 5468, 5559, 
1810, syst, 11836, 16943, 177403, It is prod. 
the genuine reading, since od ui is not unfreqy 
used with ind. fut. (see my Lex. N. T.), and 
thus might recommend itself to some critics. 

For woods abrdy, Tis. & Al. read avrw, fr. 
BLQ: but I concur with Ln. in rejecting it, 
since it seems a mere crit] correction of con- 
strucn prob. suggested by It. copies, such as the 
six we now have. 

For paxpo8upev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read —pet, 
fr. BDLX & 6 curss. [add Lam. 1177, Scr. w, 
Mus. 5540, 5468], and Pers., Arab., & Eth. 
verss., with Chrys. & Antioch. ; which would 
seem not incompetent authority were internal 
evidence quite in its favour; which, however, is 
not the case, for to suppose, with Al., that “ the 
t. rec. and the other readings adduced were all 
only so many attempts to soften the abruptness 
of the text” (namely, that assumed by him as 
the genuine text), is all but incredible. In- 
stead, indeed, of abrupiness, it should rather 
seem to be all but barbarism by an anantapodoton 
of the most glaring kind, such as so generally 
correct a Greek writer as Luke would never 
have fallen into :—nor are we obliged to suppose 
he did, since internal evidence may be urged 
quite as much in favour of the t. rec. 

10. The 6 before als is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDRX (alone) [I add L. 528}, but im- 
ternal evidence, as wel] as external testimony, is 
against the change, since although the 6 may, as 
Al. says, have been “put iz to conform to the 
6 following,” yet that this insertion should have 
come into all the MSS. exc. 5, is far leas credible 
than that the 6 should in those 5 have been put 
out, as is their wont, by the critics. 

3. The change of els tdv ovp. éwapa: to ix. 
els row obp., by Tis. & Al. 1, fr. BLQX 33, is 
@ mere corrn of position by the early critics 
prob. suggested by the above Lat. verss, The 
. els before rd ornBos is cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. 
BDKLQX & many curss. {add Lam. 11775, 
Scr. p, w, Mus. 5540, 16943], also the It. & 
Vig., Orig., & Ant.: but retained by Ln. and 
restored by Al. 2 & Tis. 3; internal evidence 
being quite in its favour, inasmuch as the els 
lee as Tis. now sees, removed by corrn as super- 

uous. 


14, I am still of the same opinion as to re- 
jecting the readings both of Ln. & Al., wap’ 
éxetvoy (the former, I doubt not, arising fr. a 
scholium) : and that of Tis., howr strongly sup- 
ported (to wh. I cd add), } yap éxetvos, arising 
prob. fr. a blending of 2 readings, # éxetvos and 
wap’ éxeivoy: but wap’ passed into yao by a 
freq. error of scribes. 

15. For érerinunoay, L., T., & A. read éae- 
thuwv, fr. BDGL 1, 69, 118, 209 {add Lam. 
1192, Mus. eg oee o It., & Vig.: and Al. sup- 
poses the t. rec. to have come fr. || Matt. But 
even there a few curss. have éxirinwy, prob. 
derived, as here, fr. || Mk., where BCLA have 
éarsriunoay fr. || Matt. As respects the present 
passage, the altern of the lst aor. into the impft 
oft occ. in the Alex.-text copies, but rarely on 
grounds sufficient to warrant adoption. 

17. For éav, L., T., & A. read dv, fr. BDLX 
& 3 cures. [add L. 1188, Scr. H], but internal 
evidence, as well as external authority, is quite 
adverse, av being a mere critical corrn of the 
Hellenistic 2a» to the pure class. Gr. dv, such as 
pve occurs eleewh., on this ground. Tis. 

has restored édp, 

20. The 2d gov is cancd by Ln. & Al, fr. 
ABDKLMPxX and, T. says, 25 curss. | add Lam. 
528, 1177, 78, 92, 93, Mus. 5540, et al.|, together 
with several verss. : while Tis. retains it, rightly, 
as will appear from my notes on Matt. xix. 19 
& Mk. x. 19. 

21. I would now read, with L, T., & A., 
épvActa, fr. ABL 1, 209, for reasons which 
will appear from note on Matt. xix. 20. Mow 
after veor. is cancd by T. & A., fr. BD 1 & 
Marcion ; and they suppose it to have “ come 
from || Mk.” But it was far less likely to have 
found its way into all the copies exc. two from 
|| Mk., than to have been removed in thuze 2 as 
superfluous, and as abs. from the kindred pas- 
sage Acts xxvi. 4. The expression is very rare 
in the class. writers, rene found, I believe, only 
in Hom. Od. £. 36; while in the Sept. it very 
often occurs, and always, exc. once in Isa. xvii. 
15, with the pron. 

22. ravra after axouc. is cancd by L., T., & 
A., fr, BDL 1, 33, 69, 131, 209. But the word 
was far less likely to be ‘‘ supplementary ” (so 
Al.) in all the copies exc. 8, than to have been 
removed in those 8 by critics who wished to 
polish the phraseology. 

23. For tyévero, Tis. & Al. read éyev70n, fr. 
BL only: more prob. a mere crit. altern (such 
as occurs in the same MSS. at Matt. xi. 23), 
than that éyévero should have been introduced 
into all the copies but two from Matt. xxviii. 4, 
as Tis. supposes. ; 

24. wepiduwov yey. are cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BL 1, 131, 157, 209, and Cop. vers.,and AL. 
pronounces them a gloss. But to i Sie this 

loss to have come into all the . exc. & 
ittle knot of six almost inseparable copies, is 
far less prob. thau that the words were expunged 
by critics for the purpose of removing an un- 
grateful repetition, and of presenting such a 
graphic touch as we find in Matt. vi. 20, Mk. x. 
1, 27, Lk. xx. 17. 

For elos\gvoovrat, Tis. & Al. read elowo- 
pevovra, fr. BDLR 1, 131, 57, & Cop. vera, 
supposing the t. rec. derived fr. || Matt. & Mk. 
But why such a change shd have been brought in 
almost universally, exc. that elowop. seemed to 
present a plainer sense, I am at a loss to ima- 
gine, insomuch that at the parall. passages of 
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Matt. & Mk. all the verss. exc. the Vulg. are 
worded for perspicuity, as if slowop. had been 
in their copies : and this is the case here. Hence 
there is little doubt that the text of BDL and 
their 3 congeners was adjusted to verss. rather 
than to any Greek originals. 

Asr ts the collocation of the next words 
adopted by Tis. & Al., from the same copies, 
notwithstanding the dictum of Al. that ‘the 
received order of the words was introduced fr. 
|| Matt.,” it is far more probable that the order 
in those five copies was adopted fr. || Mk. 

. For tpvmadrae, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Teiparos, fr. BD & 49. But the authority is 
quite insufficient and internal evidence unfavour- 
able, since that rp1juaros shd have been altered 
to rpvuad. in ali the copies but 3 fr. || Matt., is 
far likely than that in those 3 tpxparoe 
came fr. a critic who preferred that form as 
better Greek ; and that it ts so, I have shown at 
Matt. xix. 24, 

For pa@idoe, Ln., Tis., & Al. read BeAdune, 
fr. BDL & 8 curas., very close congeners ; but in- 
ternal evidence does not counterbalance insnffi- 
clency of external, since it was far less likely 
that BeA. should have been changed (cut bono #) 
to pacidos in all the copies exc. a little knot of 
eleven, than that in those few the later and less 
pure Greek paq. should have been changed into 
the earlier and purer Greek BeXovns. See 
Lobeck on Phryn. p. 90. BeAcwn is used by 
the earlier and purest Gr. class. writers, but 
occurs no where in the Sept. nor in the later 
Gr. writera—consequently it was not likely to 
have been used b whereas pag. was 
likely, since it was used by Philo and several 
late Greek -writers, also by Matt. & Mk. And 
yet padis is not to be ed as impure Greek, 
since it is aes boi in Hippocr. and occurs in 
Archipp. a oll. x. 136, paisa xai dAivov 
Aafwy, and Epicharm. in Bekk. Anecd. p. 113. 
Hence it would seem to have been, from an 
early period aterm of ordinary Greek, such as 
was likely to be used by Hippocr. (who employs 
much of the language of common life), and 
quite as likely by two comic poets, who might 
be expected to deal in terms of colloquial 

hraseology. It prob. took its rise in the onic 
ialect, and from thence was transmitted to the 
Alexandrian Greek of Asia Minor, Syria, & 
Palestine : and thus came to be used by the 
evangelists Matt., Mk., & Lk. 

29. 8 yuv. h ad. f you.) So Tis. & Al. edit, 
fr. BL & Cop.; while Ln. retains t. rec., with 
Feason, since supposing the other to be the true 
text, it is incredi le that it should have been, 
for no particular reason, altered all but univer- 
sally into that in t. rec. 

30. For ob pn, Tis. & Al. read obyi ph, fr. 
BL) 124, 209. But that obi uy should have 
been altered “for simplification” (Al.) in all 
the copies but five, is far less probable than that 
in those 5 ob should have been altered to ovyi 
by critica for emphasis, which the strengthened 
form imparts ; and the same altern occurs elsewh. 
See Matt. xiii. 27, Acts ii. 7 (in B). 

31. For ‘Iepocod., Tis. & Al. ed. ‘Iepoue., 
fr. BDLR (add Scr. y]: and internal evidence 
rather compensates for the slendernees of exter- 
nal, since ‘Iepovc. has elsewh., fr. altern of 
critics or error of scribes, passed into ‘Iepoc., 
asin Matt. ii. 1, Mk. xi. 1, Acts xxi. 14, 15; 
though in the last passage the reading is uncer- 
tain (see my note there): and here ‘Ispove. 
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may prob. have been derived fr. || Matt. & Mk. 
See more in note on Matt. xi. 1. 

35. For rpoca:rwy, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
ivattoyv, fr. BDL: and Al. pronounces t. rec. 
‘** derived fr. || Mk.’? But it rather seems that 
éxacroy is a crit. corrn of rpocar., wh. occurs 
also in several ancient MSS. at || Mk. It was 
likely that Lk. should use wpoc. rather than 
éwairwy,a term wh. in class. use is almost con- 
fined to the poets, while wpoca:t. is a term 
used by Mk. & Jn., and occurring in the Sept. 

39. For o:wmjon, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
ovyiey, fr, BDLPX & 6 curss. [add Scr. i}: 
and Orig. supposes o:we. to have come fr. 
| Matt. & Mk. It may be so; but so wrt oy. 
be a crit. corrn on ctwe., as infra xix. 40 in 
and 254, 

41. Adve is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. 
BDLX BY, Cop. But external evidence is in- 
sufficient and internal adverse, since it was far 
less likely that the word shd have been ob- 
truded, unnecessarily, into all the MSS. exc. 5, 
than that in those 5 it shd have been removed 
to polish the style. 


XIX. 4. I am now inclined to read, for euxo- 
Mwpaiay, cvcouwpéay, with Ln., Tis., & Al, 
fr. BDQ & 17 curss.—exclus. of several Lam., 
Ser., & Mus. copies—and that on philological 
grounds, wh. see in my Lex. N. T. 

8. I still retain Auion, rejecting -ceia, wh. is 
adopted, fr. BLQ 382, by Tis. & Ln., inasmuch 
as it seems a mere gramml altern. 

For rap whe: pov, Mov THY Uwapy., 
ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BLQ ], 234, seems a mere 
crit. corrn of posn. The same may be said of 
the wrwy. didwp:, adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BDL 133, 209, al. Ln. rejects both readings. 

1l. The alterations of positn adopted in this 
verse by Ln., Tis., & Al., rest on insufficient 
grounds, being destitute alike of competent exr- 
ternal authority and the confirmation of internal 
evidence. 

13. For fs, Ln., Tis., & Al. read iy os, fr. 
ABDKLR & 20 curss. [add Lam. 1177, 88, 92, 
Scr. p (with Ews), y, Mus. 5540, et al.]: and in- 
tertial evidence is rather in favour of the read- 
ing, but not so much as to justify its adoption. 

5. yvot for yuw, edd by L., T., & A., fr. 
BDL & 4 curss., may be the genuine reading: 
but, as 1 have shown elsewh., far stronger evi- 
dence ie needed to warrant its reception. For 
wpocepy., L., T., & A. read wrpoonpy., fr. 
AB!IDELR ea Lam. 1178, Scr. y, & Burl. 
MS.]. But I cannot find the slightest autho- 
rity for this form; though it occurs, in the 
simple verb, in several MSS.; and the reading 
seems to have originated in mere itacism. 

16. The position déxa wpoo. puvac, adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BL 1, 131, 209, a, seems 
to have arisen fr. crit. emendn, prob. suggested 
by the Latin copies. 

17. For ed, L., T., & A. edit edya, fr. BD 
& 3 curss., It., Vig., & Orig., supposing that ev 
came fr. || Matt.: but evye is there found in A, 
and not a few other copies, and seems here to be 
the altered reading. 

18. Tis. 3 edits 4 my. o., Képia, fr. BL. But 
that reading bears evident marks of crit. emendn, 
as does the position éwdvw yivov at v. 19, ed. 
by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 1, 131, 157, 209, also the 
& prefixed to érepos at v. 20, by L., T., & A., 
fr. BCDLR [add Scr. 0, Al and the later Syr. 

20. Before itepor, L., T., & A. prefix d, fr. 
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BDLR.69, 247 [add Scr. 0, y}, evidently a mere 
crit, corrn suggested by || Matt., 0 7d @y rar. 
el. ele, but mistakingly, since while o rad. 
fy elAngduas is a ood tea of Erspos, yet not 
6 repos of 6 TAX. Ev aiding. 

22. é& is cancd by T. & A., fr. BEG'LMR 
S!U A and, says Tis., above 40 curss. [add Lam. 
528, 1177, 92, Ser. i, y,z, H, Mus. 5468, acne 
and since internal evidence is adverse, I would 
now bracket it. 

23. pou rd day., ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABL & 3 curss. [add Lam. 1192], seems a mere 
crit] corrn of positn. The rh» before tpdweLav 
is cancd by Lnu., Tis., & Al., fr. 16 uncials and 
very many curss., besides all the Lam. exc. 2, 
all the Scr. exc. 3, and most of the Mus. copies. 
Which of the two is the true reading is not easy 
. to be determined, since internal evidence is 
almost equally balanced. The +7y may have 
been the original one, and then removed by 
critics ignorant of the force of the art.—a force 
founded on familiarity arising fr. notoriety, esta- 
blished custom, &c. (see Green, Gr. N. T. Dial., 
p. 153): or it may have originally been absent, 
and then been inserted by critica who thought it 
_ indispensable, which, however, it is not, because 

the very notoriety a enable it to be dispensed 

with as being :mplied ; and accordingly it is left 
out in some similar passages of the class. wr., 
but chiefly poets, e. g. Menand. ap. Stob. Flor. 
72, 2, 7, @AN’ iwi rpaweLar—gipew tiv 
awpoy. In prose, indeed, it is sometimes omitted, 
but only when the word is used in a generic 
sense, as in the phrase of éwi rpawi{urs, and 
esp. in Acta vi. 2, dcaxovety tpawiQeis. Upon 
the whole, I am inclined to think that Luke did 
not use the art., but that it was afterwards sub- 
joined by critics who thought it required by 
propriety of language, and confirmed by ois 
Tpamn, at || Matt. 

For xai iyw, «ayo, ed. by Ln., T., & A., fr. 
BD, arose prob. from error of scribes. The cha- 
racter of the context requires. cui éyw, since xal 
signifies and then, as Tis. now prob. perceives, 
since he has restored xai eyo. 

26. yao is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BL 
1, 131, 209, Cop., Arm., Ital. a; but without 
reason, as Tis. now sees, who has restored the 
word, as also dor’ avrov, wh. he had, with Al., 
cancd, fr. BL & 7 curss.,, as if interpolated fr. 
|| Matt. xxv. 29: though he now sees that it 
was removed as superfiuous, and as involving a 
great roughness of composition. 

27. rourous for ixsivoue, ed. by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BKLM & 8 curas. [add Lam. 528, Scr. p], 
is more likely to have been a corrn of critics in 
those 9 copies, than that éxeivous should have 
got intoall the MSS. exc. very few, as ‘‘ a correcn 
to sense, the persons being apparently absent” 
(Al.). The two words are sometimes con- 
founded by the scribes, but oftener interchanged 
by the critics. See Acts x. 9 & 10, and note 

ere. It is, however, possible that rovrous 
may have been the original reading, and have 
been altered to éxeivove, to remove the caco- 
phony arising fr. rov-rovs—aitovs—abrods : 
and this is confirmed by the omissn of the. 
second avrods in the great body of the MSS., 
which was prob. mode of removing the 
flaw in composn: and though the authority for 
the abrots is only BFLR 33, 53, 157, I can 


add Lam. 1188 & Scr. y, and rov-rouse fr. Scr. 
v, Ww. 


29. BnOed. is found in B (not 9), 7 uncials, 
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and very many curss., exclus. of almost all the 
Lam., half of the Scr., and all the Mus. copies 
of weight. But see my notes on Matt. xxi. I, 
& Mk. xi. 1. After wadyr., adrow is cancd 
by Tis. & Al., fr. BD & 3 curss., It. e, 1, & 
Orig. But internal as well as external evidence 
is opposed to the removal, it being prob. a crit. 
corrn of the Hellenistic idiom, as very often 
elsewh. in this word. 

30. Before Avcavree, Tis. & Al. insert «ai, 
fr. BDL 157, & Cop.; and internal evidence 
here compensates for the slenderness of external, 
wai being prob. expunged by crit. revisers un- 
aware of the true constrn by wh. the «ai unites 
vrayere—xounv with ei dap bl 
the intermediate clause being semi-parenthetic. 
For want of knowing this, the revisers removed 
the xai, more particularly because they saw it 
abs. fr. || Matt. & Mk.; though there the constrn 
as much eg the absence, as here the presence 
of the copula. 

34, After elo., Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. 1] insert 
ort, fr. ABDKLM &, Tis. says, 35 curses. [add 
Lam. 528, 1177, 78, 88, Scr. p, w, z, H, Mus. 
5540, 5731, 15581, et al.}, several veres., & Orig., 
but Al. 2 & Tis, 3 have removed it, on the 
ground that it is a repetition fr. v. 31, where 
none omit it. But there it could not well be 
omd, being required by the obrwe before, as in 
Acts vii. 6, xiii. 34, sine v. l.: and that the 
repetition should have found its way into so 
many of the best MSS. & verss., is far lese 
likely than that it should have been removed as 
superfluous (such is oft the case when Sr: is 
the Sre recitatioum after verbs of saying). 

35. For éwippiyy., Tis. 3 adopts drip, fr. 
ABDEGHLRA [add Ser. i, 0, Mus. 14774] : 
and I am inclined to acquiesce, regarding the 
nels e as one of the characteristics of Alexn 
and prob. of Syrian Greek. Thus in all the 
passages (13 in number) of the Sept. where éa:6- 
pixrw occurs, the Alexn MS. has almost in- 
variably éwipiwr., and occasionally the other 
uncials, or the most ancient of the curss.; but 
not, I believe, the Vat. MS., in wh. éwipp. was 
prob. a mere critl corrn of Grecism, for the 
single p never occurs in class. writers. It was 
prob. not provincial Greek only, but the ords- 
nary Gr. form; and it occurs in the Gloss. Gr. 
Lat., but came prob. from the scribe. 

38. For sip. év obp., Tis. & Al. edit év odp. 
elp., fr. BD & Orig.: but the overpowerin 
weight of external authority for the receiv: 
position is not counterbalanced by internal evi- 
dence, since the reading is prob. a crit. correcn 
to what was thought a better positn of the words, 
prob. suggested by Lk. ii. 14, yet such as some- 
what derogates fr. the noble simplicity of this 
Song of the Saints on earth (wav 16 wrXOos 
tev uabnr@v), by imparting a refined, and con- 
sequently artificial, character to a compoen quite 
foreign to it. 

40. airots is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BL, 
re Arm., & Orig. ; but it was far less likely 
to be supplied (as Al. supposes) in all the MSS. 
exc. 2, than in those 2 to have been removed aa 
superfluous. As respects orwricovorp, ed. by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDLA & 5 cures. [add 
Scr. q, Mus. 17982], & Ephr. Syr., it has in- 
ternal evidence in its favour, as being an un- 
common constrn likely to be altered to the or- 
dinary one, and accordingly I am disposed to 


receive it. 
For xexpdtovrat, xpdEover, ed. by Tis. & 
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Al, fr. BL 13 Evang., has internal evidence in 
its favour, inasmuch as, from the extreme rarity 
of the form, it was far less likely to come fr. the 
critics than the usual xexpdfovra: fr. the re- 
visers. 

41. For airy, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit adrny, fr. 
ABDHLRIA & several curss. [add Lam. 528, 
1177, Scr. 0, y, w, Mus. 5540, 5468, 5777, 
14774], & Orig. 3; and as internal evidence is 
in its favour, I wd now adopt it. 

44, The transpoan of ivy gol to a ri6., 
adopted by Ln, & Al., is slenderly attested, and 
is opposed by internal evidence, insomuch that 
Tis. has now restored t. rec. 

45. The words év aura xai dyoo. after wrw- 
Aouyr., cancd by Ln., Tis., & Ai. fr. BCL & 
10 curss., It., Cop., Arm. verss., and Orig., were 
prob., but not certainly, introduced fr. || Matt. 
& Mk.; hence I am willing to bracket, but not 
expunge, the words. 

46 T caiiot yet agree with T. & Al. in ad- 
mitting the words xai gorat between yéyp. & 
6 olxos pou, fr. BL & 9 curss. alone, with Cop. 
& Arm. verss., & Orig. The authority for their 
insertion is very slender, and confined to one 
little knot of MSS., the closest of congeners ; 
and they are so unsuited to the context, that 
scarcely any authority would warrant their 
adoption. In short, the reading seems a mere 
crit. corrn, prob, suggested by copies of the Ital. 
vers., under the influence of Origen. 

48. The yap is in D & several curss., its con- 
geners, removed fr. before to x deed Aaos, but 
without reason. See note on Joh. ix. 30. The 
‘yap was placed before Xads in order that some 
emphasis might be laid on the word. 


XX. 1. éxetvey is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BDLQ & 10 curss., with the It., Vig., Syr., 
& other verss. But the removal of the words 
is prob. a mere critical correction occurring 
perpetually elsewh., for the purpose of getting 
rid of the pronoun, though wrongly, since its 
Hebreo- Hellenistic character attests its genuine- 
ness. Besides, it is here almost necessary, as 
somewhat clearing the obscure chronology, the 
sense implied, as well as expressed, being, chose 
last days [of our Lord on canipa| of wh., how 
they were employed, the evangel. proceeds to 
give a general description. 

For doxispets, Tis. & Al. read lepsis, fr. 
AEGHKUVAA &, Tis. says, 100 curss. [add all 
the Lam. MSS. exc. 528 & 1192, Ser. h, i, k, 1, 
m, 1, 0, p, q, Fr, 8, V, W, Z, H, Mus. 5540, et al.]; 
and it is prob. the true reading. Elsetrh. apy. 
i displuced lep., .c. g- Acts iv. 1, Heb. 1. 


2. Adyovres is cancd by Tis. & Al. fr. CD 
63 and 4, as derived fr. || Matt. But By was 
more prob. un by critics as superfluous, 
and cai found aa Matt., than interpolated 
in all the copies exc. 4, as Tis. now sees, who 
has restored the word, remarking: “at videtur, 
ut etiam alibi, displicuisse Aéyorrses cum elwap 
conjunctum : hinc alii hoc om., aliiillud. Ex 
i. PP; non recte derivari potest.” 

. Adyoy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. 
BLR 1, 33, 69, 131, 157, 209, 346, and the It. 
& Syr. versa ; and Tis. & Al. suppose the word 
inserted fr. || Matt.: but the variety of positn 
(found aJso in || Matt.) may well account for 
the omission of the word in those few copies. 
Hence the word is to be retained, and in the 
same positn asin t. rec., not Adyor iva, as in 
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AKMU et al. [add Lam. 528, Scr. p, Mus. 
5559, 5777], for that was derived fr. || Matt. 


5. obv after rt, which I have brackd, is abs. 
in all the uncials and 80 curss., exclus of Lam. 
528, 11 6, 1192, Scr. b, i, 1, m, n, 0, q, 8, v, 
Mus. 11839, 17740, 17982, et al.; and it seems 
to have come fr. || Matt. 

. For was 6 Aads, Tis. & Al. read 6 Aads 
éwas, fr. BDL 1, 33, 124—31, 209, and Al. 

ronounces t. rec. ‘“‘a correcn for simplicity.” 

should rather account the other reading a corrn 
for neatness and greater force, wh. is not a little 
promoted by the change of position and the use 
of dwas (suggested by || Mk.) mperting inten- 
sity of sense. The extreme slenderness of au- 
thority for the reading would of itself discoun- 
tenance its adoption. 

9. I have brackd vis, wh. L., T., & A. cancd 
fr. almost all the uncials and very many curss. 
(to wh. I can add nearly all the Lam. & Scr., 
and all the Mus. copies of rear ey and weight). 
As respects éEédero, ed. by T. & A., fr. ACL & 
cet., see my note on Matt. xxi. 83 & || Mk. 
Add éEexpéuero at xix. ult. in B, wh. Mai 
admits into his text, though he has elsewh. 
generally kept out such ta. 

10. év is cancd by L., T., & A., fr. BDL 33, 
38, 131, 209; but internal evidence does not 
compensate for deficiency in external, since far 
less likely is it that gy should havé been intro- 
duced into all the cone exc. 4, than that in 
those 4 it should have been omitted accidentally, 
or rather removed because thought unnecessary 
and not found in any copies at || Mk. And as 
Luke elsewh. uses éy xacpw, at xii, 42 (as also 
does Matt. xxiv. 45, 1 Pet. v. 6 et al.), 80, we 
may suppose, he did here. I doubt not that 
the text was adjusted to that of || Matt.; and 
that view is confirmed by the reading éy re 
kato, found in CQ & a few curss. [add Mus. 
628, Scr. y,z, H]: but had Lk. chosen to drop 
the év, he would have used the art. rw. 

Awcovery just after, ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al., 
fr. ABLMQ k 12 curss. [add Lam. 1177, 88, 92, 
Ser. y, z, H, Mus, 5468, 11838, et al.], is prob. 
the true reading, esp. since internal evidence is 
quite in its favour. 

11, 12. The readings Erepoy wéuwar and 
atpiroy w., ed. by L., T., & A., fr. ABL, are 
merely corrections of position prob. suggested by 
the It. & Vig. verss. 

14. For éavrods, Tis. & Al. read aAAndovs, 
fr. BDLR 1, 33, 118—24, 31—57, 209 [add L. 
1192], supposing gay. to have come from || Matt. 
& Mk. But to suppose such a bootless change 
introduced into all the copies exc. 9 is far less 
probable than that in those 9 there was an 
alteration of critics. who have elsewh. made the 
same change, e.g. Mk. xi. 31. Besides, as Lk. 
used apde éaut. Aéy. . v. & (where it is 
sine v. ].), also vii. 49 sine v. 1., and aleo again 
xxii. 23, xxiii. 12, and Acts xxviii. 29, it was 
likely that he should use it here. 

Aevre is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABKMQ & 12 curss. [add Matth. c & Knittel 
b, Lam, 1177, 79, 92, Ser. p, w, Mus. 5540], 
with It., vee & other verss. It prob. came fr. 


| Matt. & 

. Kal of yp., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read ol yo. xal ol dex. fr. ABCLM and 18 
curss, [add Lam. 528, 1177, 92, Scr. w], and 
some verss. The t. rec. may have come from 
i] Matt.; but it is very improbable, and the 
words are'so oft found varying in positn in 
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MSS., generally fr. carelessness of scribes, that 
the same may have happened here, and the other 
strange variations of reading are calculated to 
lessen one's confidence as to finding the truth in 


any. 

For Thy wapaB. T. elw., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ela. +. wap. T., fr. BDGL & 5 curss. [add Lam. 
1192, Mus. 5540, 5468), mupponing t. rec. to 
have come fr. || Matt.; which, considering the 
minuteness of the change, is far from probable. 
The other reading is evidently a correcn of 
positn. 

Elwey is placed before instead of after riy 
wapaB. ravtnyv by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDGL 
13, 69, 124, 157, 346 [add Lam. 528}, It., Vig., 
Syr., & Cop. verss; but it seems a mere arbi- 
trary change of positn suggested by the Lat. 
verss. 

20. For eis rd, Ln., Tis., & Al. read Sore, 
fr. BCDL and some Petersburg copies [add Scr. 
y]; but it seems a mere critl emendn for greater 
smoothness. 

22. For nutty, auas is ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al, fr. ABL 13, 33, 69, 254, 346, and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. “‘an altern to more usual con- 
strn.”’ But this is to forget that our evangelist's 
phraseology deals in the more usual, and seldom 
runs into the rare idioms and harsh constrns which 
occasionally occur in the other Gospels. Indeed, 
this constrn of é€atva: with accus. and infin. is 
so rare (never occurring in the Sept.), that the 
only exx. adduced in Steph. Thes. (Par. ed. v. 
é£sort) are Aristoph. Ach. 1079, Dionys. Hal. 
Ant. vi. 26 bis. Accordingly, the constrn was 
unlikely to be known to Luke, though it might 
be familiar to the Alexn critics. 

23. The words vi ms weip. are cancd by Tis. 
& Al. ia Ln.), fr. BL 1, 116, 118, 131, 157, 
209, with It., Cop., & Arm. verss. But they 
were far less likely to be introduced into all the 
copies exc. 7, fr. the parallel passages, than to 
have been Jost in those copies by inadvertence of 
scribes, or to have been removed by rash and 
fastidious critics. 

For avrois, Tis. & Al. read rods abrods, 
fr. BL & 8 curss. closely connected with them 
[add Lam. 1192), with Eustath. But internal 
evidence does not compensate for the deficiency 
of external, since it was far less likely that the 
t. rec. should have come fr. || Matt., than that the 
other reading should have been an altern of the 
same critics, who have so oft elsewhere made 
the same change of constrn in the same words, as 
in Mk. iii. 4. 

As respects the removal of rofvuy from after 
to before dwodore by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 69, 
346, Cop. & Arm., on the ground that it was 
brought to its position, after dwod., fr. || Matt. 
—the fact is that ody is the reading there. Be- 
sides, that of BL, &c., may be accounted for by 
supposing, that in some very ancient original, the 

rticle was absent, as in D and several ancient 

tal. copies framed on || Mk., and then, in those 
copies, the revisers of the text of BL, &c., ob- 
serving the omission, brought in the ody, though 
in the wrong place. Otherwise, were there much 
stronger evidence for the position of toivuy 
before dwoddore, and no countervailing objec- 
tion, on the score of the state of the evidence as 
respects the parallel passages, I should have been 
ready to admit it, since it occurs not only in 
Heb. xiii. 13, but in several passages adduced by 
Lobeck on Phryn. p. 342, and Dind. on Steph. 
Thes, in v. It geems, however, to have been 
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confined to the later Greek writers, as Sext. 
Emp., Eumathius, Apollon., Galen, and the 
fathers Basil and Cyril. 

30, 31. There exists here no little difficulty in 
ascertaining the really true reading, remarkable 
variations occurring in the MSS. However, 
notwithstanding the specious reasons that have 
been urged for altering the t. rec., I cannot find 
any sure grounds for adopting the proposed 
changes; and hence [ still, with Ln., retain t. 
rec. throughout. The chief motive for altering it 
—as it was done partly fr. the parallel passages, 
and partly fr. the ancient verss. and the lec- 
tionaries—was a desire to impart more of brevity 
and compactness, Hence the removal of par- 
ticles, espy in case of repetition, as was the case 
in the removal at v. 32 of 6 and wdvrwy, which, 
however, may have been brought in fr. || Matt. 
& Mk. Indeed, fr. the confusion into wh. the 
text seems to have fallen at an early period, we 
are scarcely in a position to exactly ascertain 
the original text. 

33. For év—dvaordou, Tis. & Al. (not La.) 
read 4 yuvt) ovy év TH avaor., fr. BI, later Syr. 
mg.: and they suppose that t. rec. was formed 
on || Matt. & Mk. Internal evidence may seem 
in favour of this view: but it requires far 
stronger external testimony to warrant the re- 
ception of a reading wh., by its peculiar cast of © 
character, attests that it originated in mere crit. 
correcn, introduced for the sake of removing 
what seemed a flaw in composn at the com- 
mencement of the sentence,—and by that change 
imparting force, and even poini, to the interro- 

tion. 
od. amoxp.8eis is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BDL 124, 136, & 157, It. & Vig., Syr., 
Pers., & Cop. verss.: and since internal evi- 
dence is adverse, I am now disposed to bracket 
it, as prob. derived fr. || Matt. 

35. I would now read [é«]yaniZ., fr. 11 un- 
cials and very many curss., exclus. of nearly all 
the Lam. & Scr., & several Mus. copies. The éx 
has, indeed, both here and v. 33, internal evi- 
dence against it, and is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
A).; but external testimony is too weak to 
justify its exclusion. See more in note on Matt. 
xxii. 30 and on Mk. xii. 25. 

36. On reconsideration of the point of reading 
at the introductory particle of this verse, | am 
now less disposed than heretofore to adopt, with 
Tis. 2 & Al., ovdé for ode, fr. ADLP 106, 157 
{to wh. I can only add Scr. y], because internal 
evidence is, as I have before observed, so strongly 
in favour of obre, of wh. ovdé is, as Tis. now 
admits, who has restored ofre, a manifest critl 
correcn, inasmuch as ovre involves a breach of 
strict propriety of language: though whether 
odre was not sometimes used for ovdt even by 
the ancient and purest Gr. class. writers may be 
doubted. See Thucyd. iv. 68, v. 3, 26, vi. 26, 
vii. 7, 7, viii. 27, 86, & my note, and esp. v. 47, 
and viii. 21. 

37. The 2nd and 3rd roy are cancd by L., T., 
& A., fr. BDL and 48 Ev., & Orig.: but the 
extreme scantiness of external authority forbids 
the removal, esp. since internal evidence is quite 
in their favour, from the greater probability of 
the words having been excluded by critics as 
superfiuous, than tnserted in all the copies exc. 
4 as if indispensable; wh. they are not. 

40. For 62, Tis. & Al. edit yap, fr. BL 33, 
36, 57, 108, and Al. pronounces é2 “‘ a correction, 
from not understanding ydp :” but that such a 
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corm, oh such a groundless reason, should have 
come into all the MSS. exc. six, and in all the 
verses. exc. the Cop., is far less likely than that 
the dé should have been altered to yap by critics 
who stumbled at the repetition of é#, which 
some (as oft in such cases) removed, while 
others, desiderating @ more significant particle, 
wrote yap or «ai. (See Matt. iii. 16, viii. 1, 
xiv. 13, xviii. 16.) As to the hypothesis of AL, 
that the di arose from a misunderstanding of 
yp, that proceeds on the supposition that the 
sulyect of erdAu. is the same as the Tives Top 
yeoaup. at v. 39, whereas those were not the 
persons who had sent the éyxa8érous to ask 
questions, nor were they the questioners. The 
persons meant at obxér: éroAy. éwep. were the 
Yeaumuareies mentioned supr. v. 19, meaning 
the great body of them, in a manner all exc. the 
+ vas mentioned at v. 40. 

42. Tis. has now reatored the 6 before «upior, 
wh. he had, with Ln. & AL, cancelled, fr. BD 
only, a removal prob. suggested by || Mk. 

44. For xup. abrov, avtév Kup. is ed. by Tis. 
& Al., fr. ABKLMQRU & 10 curss. [add 528, 
1177, 88, Scr. p, w, y, H, & Burl. MS.]: and 
since internal evidence is in its favour, I am 
disposed to receive it. As respects uvrou vids, 
ed. by Tis. & AL, fr. ABKM & 1, 209 [add 
Scr. p, w], it is prob. a mere crit. corrn of positn. 
The same may be said of rpoe avovs v. 45 for 
rots paO., ed. by Tis. & Al., which reading 
Tis. 3 strenuously, but not successfully, defends, 
as will appear fr. my note on Mk. xii. 36. 


XXL. 1. For ra dépa avr. ele 7d yafom., Tis. 
& Al. edit els +o yalod: Ta €wpa aur., fr. 
BDLX ], 33,69, 124, 131, 157,209, 248, 346 [add 
Mus, 15581, 16183, 17982], regarding t. rec. as 
derived fr. || Mk. But the words are not the 
same, and it would seem that the other reading 
is an arbitrary alteration of posn. ‘ 

2. For xai riva, Tis. & Al. read tive xai, fr. 
AEGHSU VIAA & 60 curss. [I add Lam. 528, 
1175, 76, 78, 79, Ser. all exc. k, y, De Missy 1, 
om. by Wets.]; while Ln. brackets the «ai, fr. 
BKLMX & about 30 curss. [exclus. of Lam. 
1177, 88, Scr. i,k, y, P], & Al. supposes that the 
unusual posn of «ai occasioned its transpn, and 
hence its omission. But how are we to account 
for so irregular a position in so exact a writer 
as Luke, exc. fr. error of scribes? As to the 
omission, that might arise fr. ite variety of poen, 
or fr. its seeming superfluous, on which ground 
the critics oft removed «ai, esp. after dé, e. g. in 
Matt. iii. 10, Rén di nat 4 aEivn, &c., add xxv. 
35, Mk. xiv. 31, Lk. vi. 6, ix. 61, xiv. 12, xvi. 
1, xviii. 9, xix. 19, xxi. 16, xxii. 24, xxiii. 35, 
55, Joh. xi. 57, Acts xix. 31. 

3. For wAstov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wisi, 
fr. DLQ & 7 cures. [add Scr. q, r), regarding 
t. rec. as derived fr. || Mk. But it is far less 
likely that wAelw shd have been altered to 
wXsiov in all the MSS. exc. 10 & all the verss., 
than that in those 10 wAsiov shd have been 
altered to wAsiw for the purpose of accommoda- 
ting the expression to éwpa at v. 2, and in 
several copies at || Mk. 

4. Tis. & Al. cancel rov Geov, fr. BLX 1, 
118, 131, 209. But to suppose the words in- 
serted in all the copies exc. 6 for a reason so im- 
probable as that supposed by Al., is not to be 
thought of. Far more likely is it that in those 
few the words were expunged as being obscure in 
sense, and accordingly, as some thought, detter 
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away; while others removed the «als, thus 
ing @ sense, indeed, sufficiently clear (viz. 
cast their gifts into the yafoguaA., receptacles 
of a bell-shape, for the coins contributed), but 
not the sense intended by the evangelist, wh. 
may be expressed thus, “for those out of their 
abundance cast [in] (i.e. contributed) unto the 
offerings of God,” where the genit. is one of 
relution denoting what has respect to God, His 
worship and service, and consequently what is 
to be rendered to Him. The very expression oc- 
curs five times in Lev. xxi. 6 8q., dwpa rou Vsov 
wpoopéipover, meaning the gifts and offerings 
belonging to God, in which passages some copies 
ae the reading (altered for ease to that) ro 
ew. 
8. For avaOiuact, Tis. 3 edits dvabéu., fr. 
ADX ], 2, on the ground that it is the Hellenis- 
tic and common Gk idiom for the purer Gk 
—9» p—, at least in the sense offering. (See Lo- 
beck on Phryn. p. 349.) But the authority here 
is utterly insufficient : and internal evidence is 
adverse, since there is no reason why so pure a 
Gr. writer as Luke shd not have used dyalsu. 
in this sense, esp. since it occurs in Jos. Ant. 
xvi. 3, and sometimes in Sept. 

8. I am still indisposed to exclude the ov» 
caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. only BDLX 187, 
346: a deficiency not compensated by internal 
evidence, since it is far less likely that the par- 
ticle shd have been tnxterpolated in all the copies 
exc. six for connexion (though not needed for 
that purpose), than have been omitted in a 
little cluster of uncials and curas. the closest 
of congeners, where particles of connexion, 
whether necessary or not, are oft excluded, 
though here oty is not a particle of connexion, 
but of rattocination, as Tis. now sees, who has 
restored the oty, remarking: ‘“ vix additum 
est ; potius omissum est ut molestum.” 

9. ravra placed after, not before, yevic@ar, 
is ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. ADX 72; and Al. phe 
nounces t. rec. to be “fr. || Matt.” Yet there 
Tavra is not found, but wayra; and it is far 
less likely that so bootless a transpn should have 
been made in all the copies but four, than that 
in those four it should have arisen either fr. negli- 
gence of scribes, inadvertently transposing, or 
from critics who thought the other position pre- 
ferable. 

10. Tis. 3 has now restored iwi eQvos, wh. 
he had, with Ln. & Al., altered to iw’ Ovos, 
fr. ADLX 1, 209, et al. [add Scr. y, Mus. 
17740] ; and he admits that here, as well as in 
| Matt. & Mk., it came fr. the polishing school 
of critics. 

ll. The «al before xara, inserted by Tis. & 
AL, fr. BL 33, may be genuine, and have been, 
as .Al. supposes, removed for the purpose of 
suiting the parallels of Matt. & Mk.; but the 
extreme scantiness of the evidence makes it far 
more probable that in those 3 copies a transposn 
of xai took place by tnadvertence of scribes, and 
that then the «al got in at both places. The 
same remark applies to Ao:moi «ui Acpoi, wh. 
Ln., Tis., & Al. edit, fr. B 180, 157, It. & Vig. : 
but internal evidence confirms the strongest ex- 
ternal testimony in favour of the ordinary positn, 
wh. was far less likely to have been a transposn 
derived fr. |] Matt. in all the copies but 3, than 
that in those 3 there was a transposn arising fr. 
inadvertence of scribes, which led first to omis- 
sion and then restoration at the wrong place. 
It were very unlikely that in Luke the physi- 
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cian the order Aoeuol nai Aimol should have 
been adopted, since I cannot find a single in- 
stance of it in any writer, whether sacred or 
profane, medical or non-medical; whereas the 
order Arpol cai Aor. is frequent in both, and 
seoms to have arisen fr. the very ancient pro- 
verb wera Acudv Acids, on wh. see Thucyd. i. 
23, and ii. 54, and my notes there. 

12. I have here, with all the recent editors, 
adopted rdayrwy for dwavrwy, fr. nearly all the 
uncials and rer many cures., exclus. of all the 
Lam. exc. 1178, nearly all the Scr., and a few of 
the best Mus. copies. The ay, for dwa- 
you., ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BDL 1, 131, 209, is 
quite insufficient, and internal evidence adverse, 
since it may have been derived fr. the scholiasts, 
or have been suggested by tnfr. xxiii. 26, da- 
tiyayoy, and Joh. xviii. 13, where BL read yop. 
It is, however, not improbable that Lk. here wrote 
déyaryonivove, wh. ie confirmed by Mk. xiv. 44, 
and what I have there noted. 

14. For 6éc02, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit Oérs, fr. 
A[B‘JDLMRX 33 [add Scr. p, w, & Mus. 
5540]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. “‘a gramml 
corrn.” But the question is whether it is likely 
that Luke would use so seemingly anomalous a 
form as Oér2, wh. never occurs in N. T., though 
found once in Sept., 4 . ii. 20, and Judd. 
vi. 20, Cant. viii. 6, and @é¢ in Sirach xxiv. 1, 
but never, I believe, in the class. writers, though 
@érw occurs in Aristoph. Lys. 1081; while the 
middle form occurs very oft both in Sept. & 
class. writers. And so Lk. i. 66, ix. 44, Acts 
v. 4, xix. 3]. The reading of B is disputed. 
The collations of Bart., Bent., & Birch, with 
the ed. Wolf Ceph., recognize Oic¥e ; but Tis. 3 
& Mai attest that the orsg/ reading, at least, was 
Give, afterwards, we may suppose, altered to 
Oic@e by the insertion of o; though whether by 
the original writer, or by another and later 
hand, is uncertain. Nevertheless, Mai edits 
GéoGe, hence regarding Oére as an error of scribe. 
Yet the evidence of its close congeners DLX 33 
strongly supports Oéve, which, as it is not ab- 
solutely anomalous, may have been used by 
Lk., forming an idiom wh. he was likely to use 
as being of Syrian Greek. 

I cannot receive, with Ln., Tis., & Al., é» 
rais kapéias, fr. ABDLX 1, 33, 157, be- 
cause internal evidence is against it, from its 
being an easter reading, prob. suggested by the 
par ; arjten vont verss.; whereas Fe rec. is 
confirme seve ssages of the t., ©. g. 
Hogg. ii. 16, Bicbe sl eaptian: &e. J . 

15. For dvre:wetyv—deriotivar, Ln., Tis., 
& Al. edit dyriorjvai—dvreiweiv, fr. BL 
13, 69, 124, 157, 346, It. e, Vig., & other 
verss., perhaps rightly, for, as Tis. 3 well re- 
marks: “ dyrecwety alteris abundare, alteris certe 
justiore loco ponendum videbatur. Preponen- 
dum vero duxere dvretw. ut quod minus esset 
quam ayrier., nisi forte ad ordinem verborum 
oTéua Kal cod. respectum est.” 

19. I would now place xrijcaoGe in the text, 
strong internal evidence in its favour compen- 
sating for slenderness of external testimony, 
which, however, has been underrated, since it 
consists of AB 1, 13, 33, 124, 248, 346, Evang. 
3, 14, 31, 48, et al., teste Scholz. I can add Mill's 
Barb. 1, Wheelwright 3, Matthei’s B 1. Lam. 
1193 (of, extreme antiquity), and Scr. H, con- 
firmed by the weightiest verss., and, of the 
fathers, by Tertull., Macar., & Orig. 

21. I cannot, in order to remove the difficulty 
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here found, or rather sought, adopt the expe- 
dient proposed by G. Wakef., of mutually trans- 
posing the two clauses, of géu—dpn and ol iv— 
xxwpelrecay: or, again, that of certain later 
critics, of cancelling the latter. However, this 
will not prove that, in the next words, vais 
Xena means the country parts of Judea, as 

r. Campb. and Abp. Newc. suppose ; of whom 
the latter takes for granted, what requires proof, 
that the words xai ul év rais ywpacs, &c., form 
a clause confirmatory of the preceding. We 
may rather suppose them to form (as G. Wakef. 
saw) another step in the gradation. But there 
is nothing satisfactory or suitable, either in the 
sense (however fre vou country places, or 
country farms (villa), am persuaded that 
the term here bears a peculiar sense, and one 
which has not been discerned by expositors. 
The gradation just spoken of calla for a sense to 
be referred to some situation, yet further off 
than even the remote parts of Judsea, whose in- 
habitants might easily escape to the mountains; 
and by al ywpar, scil. rae “Tovdulas, seem 
meant those outlying, yet nencoereny regions 
or territories wh. girded round the Holy Land 
on every side, and formed a kind of border-zone, 
auch as Perea, Decapolis, Iturea, Batanea, 
Trachonitis, Gaulonitis, Auranitis, &c.; all 
which, we have reason to believe, had many 
Jewe immigrants or sojourners; and, as the 
troubles increased in Judea, many more than 
usual would take refuge in the neighbouring re- 

ons. 
aD. I can now confirm wAnoOjvaz, fr. Lam. 
1175, 76, 79, Ser. e, h, i, k, 0, q, r, 8, V, W 
Mus. 11838, 169431, 17740, 17982, Cov. 1, om 
by Mill, & Missy 1, Wets. 

23. 8 is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. BDL 
& several It. copies ; and internal evidence does 
not compensate for the deficiency of external, 
since it is far less likely to have been tnserted 
where little needed, in all the copies but 3, 
than in those 3 to have been osmstted by inad- 
vertence of scribes, or removed by critics who 
ia it better away—not aware that this is 
no pms for an asyndeton. See more in my note 
on Matt. vii. 15. 

24. ra dOyy wayra is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BLR 124. But, though internal evidence is 
in favour of the reading, it requires a far greater 
amount of external to warrant its reception. 
After dyp:, Ln., Tis., & Al. subjoin od, fr. 
BCDLR & 20 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1192), & 
Euseb.—a peculiar form, occurring in the best 
Gr. class. writers, as also in N. T., Rom. xi. 25, 
1 Cor. xi. 26, xv. 26, Gal. iii. 19, iv. 19, Rev. ii 
25, vii. 3. 

25. For gora:, gcovrar is ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BD 229; and it has internal evi- 
dence so much in its favour—since éora: may 
have been a mere gramm! correcn,—that were 
there stronger external evidence for it, 1 would 
admit it. 

For #yxovens, I find fyove in Lam. 1176, 77, 
& 93, and Mus. 5540. But the state of the 
writing in 1176 (§xove) confirms my conjec- 
ture as to the origin of the reading; and this is 
placed beyond doubt by the mode of writing in 
two MSS. collated by Matthezi, f and m, and 

¢ 


om. by Scr., L. 1177 1 m., namely fyove., and 
thus the abbreviation for —sv, being misunder- 
stood, was omitted. That #yovens should have 
come into all the copies exc. about 18 as an 
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rr get correction (so Al. deems it) is incre- 
dible, . since the phraseology wd be too 
harsh and obscure to be meant as an 

tion. Moreover, éy dwopia fyovs, ‘ in despair 
at (i.e. on account of) the noise,’ is a sense both 
harsh and jejune, and sot confirmed by Hdian 
iv. 14, 1 (adduced by Meyer & Al.), év dwopia 
Tov ©Tpaxriou, since there the genit. is not one 
of cause, a8 dw. jx. would be (thus Job xxiv. 
17, Sept., rapayai oxuds Gavarou, ‘ terrors at 
the shadow,’ &c.), but of relation, quod attinet 
ad, as in Thucyd. ii. 49, 6, and iv. 10, 4, dp 
anropia rye rpocoppicews. 

For wapéA0wor, La., Tis., & Al. read 
wapeX\sicovrat, fr. BDL 13, 33, 157—eemewhat 
confirmed by wapsAevosra: in Ser. i, 1, p, w— 
regarding t. rec. as derived ér. {j Matt. But 
waptizvc. may rather be a crit] correcn to in- 
troduce a more familiar construcn, and an easier 
sense (ace nete on Joh. xiii. 8): and as the aor. 
@abjunct. is almost always cleowh. need by Lk., 
go it preb. was here. 

34. I feel new less inclined te reject Bapré., 
for t. rec. Bapuwiecty, since I find it in ; 
1176, 79, 92, all the Scr. exe. k, y, as also in 
Mus. 5540, 5731, 11836 & 8, 17740 & 17982, 
Cov. i, | m., omd by Mill. 

35. For éwedX., Lan., Tie., & Al. read ewecoeX., 
fe. BD: and although external evidence is very 
ecanty, yet it is compensated by internal, inas- 
much as a strong term is here required by the 
context, whereas i7eX. is far too weak for the 
occasion, wh. requires a term that shall denote 
a sudden calamity such as befalls any one who 
is caught in a trap: though here ways is best 
rendered a noose, like the American, wh., thrown 
over the head ef the strongest animal, holds him 
fast, by the same allusion as that found in the 
fine line of Sandys, “catch with a hook and 
with a noose enthral.” 

36. For otv, Lu., Tis., & Al. edit é2, fr. BD, 
Vig., It. a,e, & Cop., bat on false grounds, inas- 
muchas external evidence is very insufficient, and 
internal adverse, since oy is (as I have elsewh. 
shown) oft changed by the critics to dé. That 
62 shd have been altered to ody in all the copies 
but 2, and in all the verss. of any weight, as “‘a 
correcn to sense,” is very improbable. 


XXII. 3. I would now, with L., T., & A., 
cancel 6 before 2ar., fr. all the uncials and the 
principal cures., exclus. of all the Lam. MSS. 
exc. 1777, 79, Scr. i, k, 0, p, v, w, y, & Maus. 
5540, 5731, 15582, 16183, 17470, 17982: and 
internal evidence confirms external, since it was 
more likely to be inserted fr. the preceding, and 
introduced because far more usual, than re- 
moved, for no particular reason. Indeed, 6 be- 
fore Zaravae is abs. elsewhere only in Mk. iii. 
23, Rev. xii. 9. 


it brag balanced. Just after, Ln., Tis., & Al. 


it avrois wapade abtoy, fr. BC 


supposing the ordinary position to be introdu 
fr. | Mk. But it i more probable that the 
other sprung fr. crit] correcn. 

6. avrois is placed by Tis. & Al. after, not 
before dvzp dyAov, fr. ABCL 157, But exter- 
nal authority is quite insufficient, and internal 


ced ad 
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unfavourable, inasmuch as the positn in AB &e. 
is more proby, consideriug the fewness of the 
copies, the aliered reading. 

2. On the true reading, or rather spelling, of 
the term denoting the upper chamber, here and 
at Mk. xiv. 15, see note there, where I have 
shown that dvayutoy was the spelling of both 
Matt. & Lk. At anyrate, there is the strongest 
external authority kere for dvaya:ov, wh. is 
found in Lam. 1193, Ser. i, 1, m, n, 8, Mus. 
1810 1 m., 5540, 16183 1 m., 174701. 

14. dedexa is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BD 157, It. & Sah. verss.: and Al. pronounces 
the t. rec., and that of LX & Evang. 6, as both 
of them “corrections fr. |] Matt. & Mk.” But 


external authority is quite insufficient, and in- 


ternal evidence unfavourable, it being far less 

likely that such a corrn shd have come into all 

the copies exc. a very few, and all the verses. of 

any weight, than that the reading of La., Tis., 

& Al. shd have been a crit. emendn for com- 

hag auch as oft occur in those copies elsewh. 
eo Matt. x. 1, 5, xi. 1, Mk. iv. 10. 

16. ovxére is cancd by Al., fr. ABC'L 1, 
118, 24354, Scr. z sem., It., Cop., & Sah. 
verss., as derived fr. Matt. xiv. 25, but retained 
by Tis., rightly, since it was far less likely for 
such an ang atu to have got into all the 
cepies exc. 8, than in those 8 to have been 
‘‘ ometted as superfluous on account of the re- 
currence of the negation,” which seemed need- 
lessly re d. Such too is prob, the case at 
Mk. v.,3, where see note. 

For é& avrov, L., T., & A. read aura, fr. 
BL 1, 118, 131, 209, 239, Ser. z sem., It., Viyg., 
Syr., Cop., & Sah. verss.: and Al. pronounces 
the t. rec. “ fr. || Matt. & Mk.” But, from the 
extreme slendcrness of the authority, it is far 
more probable that avro was a mere crit. corrn 
to get rid of the harsh Hebraism (wh. is softened 
in the reading dw¢): and it might seem called 
for by rovro—gayztv just before. And such 
is now the decided opinion of Tis. (3), who has 
restored é£ avov. 

18. Sri is cancd by T. & A., fr. BOCDGL & 
8 curss. [add Mus. 5540 & 16183], and Al. pro- 
neunces it “fr. Matt. xxvi. 29, & || Mark.” 
But it is far less likely to have been introduced, 
unnecessarily, into all the copies exc. 13, than 
in those few to have been removed by crit. corrn, 
as Sr: is very oft eleewh. 

I have, with L., T., & A., ed. yeviparor, 
fr. almoet all the uncials & very many curss., 
exclus, of all the Lam. MSS. exc. 2, all the Ser. 
exc. 3, and 13 of the mest ancient and weighty 
Mus. cepies. 

20. T. & A. edit xai td wor. woaltTows, fr. 
BDL 157, Scr. z sem., Cop. & Sah. verss. But 
that the position of the words in t. rec should 
have been, as Al. eup , ‘introduced fr. that 
found in the parallel, 1 Cor.,” into all the copies 
exc. 2, is far less likely than that in those 2 it 
should have been a crit. corrn of position. For 
t. rec. éxyuv., dxyuvudu, is ed. by L., T., & 
A., fr. AELA & several curss. (add Lam. 528, Scr. 
0, W, also B}, teste Maio, who, however, edsts 
ixyevdu.]. Yet éxyusy. recura at Mk. xiv. 28 
in B, but éxyuy. in Matt. xxvi. 28. 1 cannot 
it either here or elsewh., for reasons wh. 
will appear from notes on Matt. xxiii. 35, xxvi. 
28, & Acts xxii. 20. ae 

31. I atill agree with Ln. in refatning the 
words slwe di 0 -K., abs. only in BL. To sup- 
pose them interpolated in order ‘‘to mark what 
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was thought the nning of a new subject” (as 
Al. supposes) in te MSS. exc. ia, almost 
fellow-copies, also in almost all the verss. exc. 
the Cop. & Sahid., is highly improbable. It 
may, indeed, seem difficult to account for the 
removal of the words. That perhaps arose, not 
accidentally, fr. negligence of scribes, but fr. 
corrn of critics, who, taking the same view of the 
connexion as does Al., thought the composn 
would be improved by the removal, wh. thus 
introduces a rhetorical flourish gu& oratio as- 
surgit (to use the words of Demetr. Phal.), and 
imparts something of the dramatic, yet at the 
sacrifice of the grave simplicity of our Lord's 
mode of address. So that even dtd the speech 
proceed (as Al. auphoees) continuously,—no- 
thing but,—what is wholly devoid of proof,— 
the suddenness of the address, occasioned by 
some remark of Peter, or some prominent part 
taken by him in the preceding @:Aovaxia, 
could justify such an abruptness in accosting 
Peter. The transference of ie address to Peter 
personally and particularly—though the admont- 
tion was intended for all present, through him— 
was meant for warning to them ALL, since he 
was principally concerned, and had just then 
especial need of consolation to keep him from 
ling into despair. 

32. For ornp:Fov, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. oripr- 
cov, fr. ABKLMQX & 2 or 3 curss, [add Scr. 
w, Mus. 5540]. The reading is very ancient, 
and way be the genuine one. See note supr. 
ix. 51. 

34. uy after ov is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BLQX & 4 curss. [add Scr. z, Lam. 1189], but 
that the uz should have been sntroduced into all 
the copies exc. 9, fr. Joh. xiii. 38, is very im- 
probable. How it came to be excluded will 
appear fr. note supr. xxi. 33. 

or wply f, Swe, ed. by L., T., & A., fr. BL 
{also with ob} KMX) & 4 curss., Scr. z sem., 
is confirmed by internal evidence, siuce wply 4 
may be, as Al. thinks, fr. || Mk. But so may 
éws have been suggested by || Joh., dropping the 
ov, Which, however, here several MSS., exclus. 
of Scr. 0, p, w, x, add. 

35. As respects ovQevae, for ovdevds, ed. by 
T. & A., fr. ABEFGHK MQSVXTA and, Tis. 
says, 50 curss. [add Lam. 528, 1176, & 77, 92, 
Scr. h, i, q, r, v, W, X, y, H], it is prob., though 
not certainly, the true reading, wh. I suspect is 
ov®’ éycs. See Matt. xxvii. 14, Joh. i. 3, Acts 
iv. 32, Rom. iii. 10, 1 Cor. vi. 5. That Lk. did 
use owdé ele is certain, though the scribes oft 
bring in ovdeis, or ovOeis, wh. occurs no where 
else in the writings of Luke. 

. For 1a wor. rovr., Tis. & Al. read rovr. 
v6 wor., fr. BDLQ & 3 cures. [add Lam. 1188, 
Scr. z, H] : but to suppose so minute and unne- 
ceasary an alteration to have got (as Al. sup- 
ge ar all the copies exc. 6, fr. || Matt. & 

k., is far less likely than that in those 6 7d 
WoT. TOUT. WaS 8 Crit. COFTeCD. 

43, 44. I am still of the same opinion with 
Al. as to the authenticity of these verses: and 
as regards the evidence against them, I can only 
add that they are abs. fr. Lam. 1178, 1188, Ser. 
z, H, and are obelized in Lam. 528, Ser. 0, v, 

us. A 

45. avrov after uaO. is caned by L., T., & A., 
fr. ABDEGHKLMQRSVIAA and very man 
eurss.: besides all the Lam. MSS. exe. 1179, 
all the Scr. exe. K, and all the Mus. co jes, 
including the De Missy, om. by Wets. I am 


willing to wil as bas word; why I Bsr 
expunge it will appear fr. note on Matt. xv. Jo. 
I cannot adopt, Prith Tis, & Al., the position 
xoim. att., fr. BDL & 346 only, for a reason 
wh. will appear fr. note supra v, 42. 

47. I would now bracket é2, caned by L., T., 
& A., fr. ABGKLMUXA & & curss. [add Lam. 
1175, Scr. p, w, y, Mus. 5540 et al.]. Why I 
cannot cancel, will appear fr. my note on Matt. 
vii. 15. I have, with L., T., & A., ed. avrods 
for av-rwy, since internal evidence confirms ve 
weighty external authority, strengthened by all 
the Lam., Scr., and some Mus. copies. 

49. avreo before Kuper, is cancd by T. & A., 
fr. BLX 74, 240, 214, 248 (add Lam. 528], and 
internal evidence does not supply the deficiency 
of external authority, since the pronoun was far 
more likely to be removed by critics than sup- 
plied fr. the scholiasts, or the veras. 

50. rou apy. row dour. for réy dovdoy +r. 
apyx., ised. by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 69, 346. But 
internal evidence confirms external in favour of 
the ordinary position, wh. was very unlikely to 
Ha tered to the other ee ay rete but 4, 

. the parall. passages ; while the other was not 
unlikely to be introduced by the revisers for 
improvement of style. The removal of adrod 
from before to after +d ove by Lu., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BL 69, 346, comes under the same category. 
That the position in Lk. should have been 
altered to suit that in Matt. & Mk., is far lees 
credible than that in Lk. there should have 
been a crit. altern to suit the slight difference of 
constrn. 

51. avrou is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BLR 1, 
131, but it was far more likely that the pronoun 
should, as very oft, have been removed by Alex. 
critics (esp. eince, taken in conjunction with 
avroy just after, it involves a slight flawin com- 
position), than that it should have been supplied, 
unnecessarily, in all the copies but five. 

52. o is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB, 
being supposed brought in fr. || Matt. & Mk. 
But that so petty an altern should have come 
into all the copies but 2 is far lees likely than 
that it should in those 2 have been accidentally 


omd. 

53. For a4AX’, dAXa@ is ed. by Tis. & Al., 
fr. DEGLU &c.; though neither they nor the 
earlier editors specify any eurss. I can, how- 
ever, adduce Lam. 1175, 76, 77, 88, Ser. h, i, 
k, 1, m, n, q, F, A z, H, Mus. 5731, 5777, 5468, 
16183, 15581, 11836, 17470, 17982, and De 
Miesy. It is probably the true reading; and 
many instances of this Aiatusin the use of dAAad 
eccur in Thucyd., Hdot., and the other best Gr. 
class. writers, though it was oft removed by cri- 
tics, os even by scribes. 

54. The 2d avrdv is caned by La., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABDKLMR and, Tis. says, 30 curss. 
[add Lam. 1175, 77, Scr. 1, m, 0, p,q, Ww]: but 
it is evidently a mere crit. corrn to remove 
tautology. For roy olxov, Tis. & Al. read rh 
olxlay, fr. BKLM 1, 124-31-57, 209, & 3 others 
[add Scriv. p, w], Mus. 16183 1 m. But it 
seems a mere arbitrary (though errencous) altern 
of expression, like that at the came word supra 
vii. 37, not to say that the ehange intreduces an 
unsuitable expression, the residence of the high 

riest calling for the term olxos, palace, which 
is confirmed by Matt. xi. 8, Lk. xiv. 1, and 
several exx. in the Sept. 

55. For dWavrov, Tis. & Al. read wepiay., 
fr. BL & Euseb.: and AJ. pronounces t. ree. 
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“ @ correction for simplicity.” But, considering 
the marked simplicity of Luke’s phraseology, is 
not the very simplicity of dy. a strong attesta- 
tion of its genuineness? And can one suppose 
such a writer as Luke would employ s0 strange 
and out-of-the-way an expression to denote so 
ordinary an act as lighting a fire? Besides, there 
is no proof that weptdaTw was ever used of any 
operation concerning a fire; for as to Phalar. 
Epist. 5, éve@:Bacapev adrov xai wepinpapev, 
succensutmus, wepiyfs. admits of no such sense : 
and I with Dind., that the true reading is 
Noe Lennep conjectured) x¥p infrauev, which is 
e usual expression. It may, indeed, be ob- 
jected that thus the wep: here would seem un- 
accountable as to how i arose. It came, I sus- 
pect, fr. the margin of the very ancient original 
of B & L, but was brought in at the wrong 
place, and meant to be put instead of ody at 
ouvyxabicavrey, and the reading actually occurs 
in DG, and not a few curss.: and indeed was 
edited by Ln., though evidently only a crit. 
emendn to improve ‘the wording. 
éxa@0n7r0—avtTwv] On careful reconsideration 
of the debated question as to dy udow & pcos, 
X cannot continue, with Ln., to reject uégoe, 
though resting on such very slender authority, 
wince the deficiency is compensated by internal 
evidence ; for although uécor may have been a 
critl corrn to remove tautology, and impart 
meatness to the phraseology, yet we must then 
sup that Luke left so glaring a tautology 
in év piow 7. avd. and iv péow atv, a8 nO 
where else eccurs in his writings; and hence 
E would now adopt pécos, as presenting an idiom 
wh. St. John has used once, Gosp. i. 26, pécos 
uw ~ornxe, and which, rare as it is, occurs in 
other writers where pécos in the nominat. is 
accompanied by a genit. of person either ex- 
preeed. as at Joh. i. 26, and here (also in Plato, 
p. 330, wicos—yéiyova rot wéwwou xal rou 
warpét), or tmplied, aa in Jos. Ant. vi. 7, 3, 
obra: évy TH Mad. ywpe picot xavroixnyrat, for 


so I woul age since at uégor is to be su 
lied adrie fr. the context at ywpa, also in Bell. 


ud. iii. 8, 1, mécoy péy dautroy ixxAdare rep 
woXspicy, where vead négor, sc. dy, and supply 
auray fr. woXepiwv, the constrn being the very 
same as at the foregeng The idiom is 
one peculiar and seemingly formed on Latinism. 
Comp. Ovid, Fast. 1. v. 67 , “et medius juvenum 
ibat,” and with genit. understood at Virg. Ain. v. 
276, ‘“‘ Ibat—magnAa, medius, scil. ipa, comitante 
caterva.” It is no wonder that St. Luke shd use 
the idiom, since, as I have elsewh. remarked, 
his diction is not without some tinge of Latin- 
ism ;—any more than Josephus’, and in the use of 
this idiom, as well as a few others, they coincide. 
57. aurdy after fpyyc. is abs. fr. BD9K LMSX 
& 40 cures. [add Lam. 528, 1175, 77, 88, Scr. o, 
p, Vv, W, X, z, H, and a few ancient Mus. copies}, 
together with nearly all the veras, exc. the Vlg. ; 
and it is caned by Ln., but retained by Tis. 2 & 
Al. 2, who suppoee the word to have been re- 
moved because not in || Matt. & Mk. It was 
rather, I apprehend, removed because it seemed 
to the critics uncalled for, and such as might be 
dispensed with, esp. as being in neither of the 
paral]. Gespels. But internal evidence ie as 
strong as external in favour of the word, since 
it was, as I have shown, fr. a comparison of 
H Matt. & Mk. with this, and also supr. 34 and 
wnfr. 61, dwapyicy me, the intention of Luke 
to make Peter's denial as prominent as possible, 
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by making tt a dental not of a thing, viz., Peter's 
being with his Master, but of a person (Jesus), 
by disowning Him as his Master—as in Joh. 
xiii. 38 (comp. Acts vii. 35, Matt. x. 33, Lk. xii. 
9), by an idiom of provincial (Syrian) Greek. 
As to the positn of yuvar after airdy, adopted 
by Tis. & Al., fr. BLX alone, I cannot receive 
it on euch very insufficient evidence, esp. since 
of ydévac used last in a sentence I know no ex- 
ample. The change of positn was doubtless 
made by critics who stumbled at the vocat. after 
Aéyeov, as also at the unclassical position, since 
yuvy is in the class. writers very seldom used 
at the beginning of a clause and before the verb, 
but almost always after it (comp. aides Céd. 
Tyr. 646, wiorsvoov—Oldlwous, rade): yet 
hardly ever, at least in the prose writers, dast in 
& sentence, 

58. For elev, I would now, with Tis. & Al., 
adopt gn, fr. BKLM & 15 curss., excl. of Lam. 
1177, Scr. p, w, x, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, since it was more likely that pn should 
be altered by revisers to efx. in order to prevent 
a repetition than the reverse. 

61. Istill, with Ln., exclude ovepov, wh. was 
more likely to have been inserted fr. Mk. xiv. 
30, than expunged because not in || Matt. & Mk. 

63. For rdév ’Inacouv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
abroyv, fr. BDLM and a very few curss. [add 
Scr. w, Mus. 5540]—a manifest correcn of com- 
posn, like the removal of 6 [ézpoc just before 
in BDKLMX and, Tis. says, 45 curss. [add 
Lam. 528, 1175, 77, 78, Scr. 1, m, n, 0, p, q, w, 
Mus. 1810, 5540, 14774], and not merely ause 
not found in || Matt. & Mk. Here, at least, rdv 
"Ino. is reguéred, in order to prevent mistake in 
the reference. 

64. There is here no little confusion in the 
text of different MSS., but the alterations 
seemingly originated in a wish on the of 
the critics to compress the phraseology. Alford’s 
Notion as to the original text is arbitrary and 
far-fetched. The most simple view of the mat- 
ter would be to suppose that the words éruwropy 
auvrou t6 wodcwmoyp, forming a line of the very 


ancient original whence sprang MSS. BL, were 


left out by the transcribers, owing to the 
homeotel. between the first auroy and wpdc- 
wov, and then the «ai would be brought in 
as necessary to the constrn. The av-rov, absent 
also from Scr. w, may have been inserted from 
&@ marginal scholium, but was more prob. ex- 
punged by Alexn critics. 

66. For av’r&yv, Scholz, Ln., Tis. & Al. 
adept t. rec. gaurwy, fr. ABA and many curss, 
fadd Lam. 1192, Scr. i, v, w, y, z, H, Mus. 
5540]. But, not to mention that B has [teste 
Maio} avtwy, iautrwy involves too great a 
harshness to suppoee that it came fr. Lk. The 
authority for avray, wh. I have, with Matth., 
edited, is very weighty, almost all the uncials 
and nearly half of the cures., exclus. of all the 
Lam. exc. 1192, all the Scr. exc. o & y (wh. oms?), 
and all Mus. copies exc. 5540 (wh. om.), and 20 
Matth. copies. Tis. indeed argues that oft 
elsewh. avray has been brought in for éavresp 
ina t number of curss. But this is an un- 
eatisfactory mode of removing the difficulty ; 
and since the argument cuts two ways, It can 
determine nothing. To suppose, with Al., that 
avrta@y ie a corrn of critics, takes for granted 
what rests on no proof, and is very improbable. 
The best mode of removing the difficulty is to 
edit airay, wh. I find in ed. Wolf Ceph.; 
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and such may be, or may have been originally, 
the reading of B, and aéra@y may easily have 
led to éavrwy, other instances of the same 
error having crept into the text occ. not unfreqy 
elsewhere, see note Joh. ii. 24. However, the 
sense intended is nearly equiv. to avrwy, this 
being one of the peculiar Hellenistic idioms, by 
wh. avbrov is used where the class. use would 
be avrov. This occurs very oft in the Sept., 
and not unfreq. in N. T., occasionally in 
Josephus. In order to see on what grounds the 
idiom might have arisen, see the Excursus of 
Fritz., de usu formarum adrov & avrov, & 
Buttmann’s Excurs. on the forms av-rdy & avrov. 

68. «ai after di is canc. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BL & 6 curses. [add Lam. 528, 1178]: an 
Al. pronounces the t. rec. a combtxation of two 
readings. But the reading he adopte rather 
arose. from critics who thought the «ai super- 
fluous after dé. 

Tho words } dwoXtonrs are cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BL & 3 curss., but internal evidence 
confirms very strong external authority for the 
words, wh. may, as Meyer thinks, have been 
lost by carelessness of scribes owing to homeo- 
teln; though from the character of the MSS. they 
were far more probably expunged by exitics, who 
not understanding their scope or bearing, nor 
discerning the latent logic, or concealed reasoning, 
involved in this protest against the unfairness of 
the persons in question as disputants, and their 
unjust dealing as judges, excluded them. See 
more in note at next verse. 

69. dé after voy isinserted by In., Tie., & Al., 
fr. ABDLX alone; though fr. the state of the 
evidence in two other readings, Origen’s 740, 
the Vulg., Ital., & Cop. exim, and the Arab. & 
ZEth. et, it is plain that the critics thought some 
ee wanting, and supplied as well 
as they could: but none is necessary, since, as 
Beng. well saw, the asyndeton has here great 
force, and imparts no little weight, which would 
be quite destroyed by the removal of the words 
supr. v. 68, awodvonre, q.d. (as Beng. ex- 

esl from this very point of time, when you 
ve denied me acquittal or release, commences. 
my course for glory (comp. Matt. xxvi. 64, ax’ 
Gprs d\veoGe), meaning that the glorification of 
the Son of Man may be said to commence at 
one date,—namely, frem the result of the trial 
before the Sanhedrim terminating in refueal of 
acquittal or of release, and immediate con- 
demnation to death. 

71. As respects the change ef position from 
Xeciay sxyousy pdpr. to éxou. apr. xop., 
adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. BL, confirmed by 
the Leicr MS., it is more likely to have been a 
capricious crit. corrn in those MSS., than to have 
Si altered in all but these two from || Matt. & 


XXII. 2. For eSpomey, Tis. 3 edits eSpauey, 
fr. B1LX 1, Marcion, & Caten. Oxon. ad xx. 
20, adduced by Tis., and internal evidence is 

uite in ite favour, since so very rare a form 
aor. 1, Alex.) was likely to be altered into the 
usual aor. 2. It is, however, not quite so rare as 
is supposed, since besides the two exx. adduced 
by Boissenade ap. spe ia Thes. Paris, % voce, 
from the Chron. Pasch , I have found it occa- 
sionally in the Sept. either in the Vatic. and 
Alex. copies, or in the other most ancient of the 
MSS., e.g. Gen. xlvii. 19, 1 Regg. xvi. 21, 
xxvii. 5, Prov. iii. 13. In other passages the 2d 
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aor. has been brought in by scribes, through 
ignorance of the existence of the lst aor. 

in Gena. xviii. 3, sdpov for sdpa, Judg. vi. 17, 
sipoy for sipa, Ruth ii. 10, edpow for sipa, 
Esth. v. 7, stpev for etpe, Ps. lxxxviii. 20, 
siipow for sipa, Eccles. vii. 29 bis, edpey for 
sipa, Cantic. iii. 1, ebpov for cdpa. And the 
same in Sirach li. 27, Gen. 1.4. The form in 
loin is an idiom consisting in the use of the 
st aor. for the more correct pret. s8pnxa, wh., 
however, occasionally occurs in the Sept., e. g. 
Gen. xlvii. 29, Ex. xxxiii. 16, 17, Num. xi. i, 
Dent: xxii. 17, xxiv. 1, 1 Regg. xx. 3, 28, xxix. 


After @0voe, Ln. & Tis. insert uc, fr. 
BDKL®M aad, Tis. says, 60 curss. [add Lam. 
1175, 77, 78, 79, Ser. i, p, q, tr, Vv, W, y, z, Mus. 
5540, et al.j, with almost ali the verse. & Eust. 
But J still, with Al., reject it, because internal 
evidence does not confirm external testimony— 
since it was far more likely to have been inserted 
(prob. as suggested by sdpouev) by critics who 
had in mind supra vii. 5 than . for surely 
it could not be thought superfluous. 

For Kaicag: gop. d:8., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
bop. Kate. &:2., fr. B[D|L, Syr., It, Vig., Pers. 
verss., Constit., Cyr. But it seems a mere crit. 
emendn of position in those few Greek copies, 
prob. suggested by the versions. 

. For éwnowr., Tis. & Al. read gper., fr. 
BR & Ev. 48. But it was far leas likely that 
7p. should be altered to éwnp. in all the copies 
but 3 fr. || Matt. & Mk., than that in those 
3 éw. shd be omitted by error of scribe, or re- 
moved by crit. corrn. 

5. Before dpé., Tis. 3 alone prefixes «ai, fr. 
BL, the Syr. verss., and several copies of the 
Vig. & Cop. But the authority for this is very 
insufficient, and internal evidence adverse, since 
it was less likely to have been expunged in all 
the copies but 2 (es thought superfluous), 
than in those 2 have been introduced by critics 
who thought it necessary before the participle. 
How often «ai has been interpolated im such 2 
case, both in the Greek copies and in the ancient 
verss., cannot but be knewn to Tis. himself, and 
drill to have preserved him from this critical 
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8. wodAd is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BDKL 
& 15 curss. [add Scr. w, Mus. 5540, 11836], 
with Cop., ., 4Eth., & Arab. verss.; and Al. 
thinks it was “ brought in by reminiscence of 
Mk. vi. 20.” But that the word should have 
= into all the copies exc.a very few from 

a cause, is far less credible than that the 
words should have been lost by variety of posi- 
tion, or remeved by critics from some gramm 
scruple, as at Matt. ix. 14, pneradouey woAAa. 

if. Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel the lst aéray, fr. 
BL 52 {add Lam. 1177). But it is a mere 
change to ease the somewhat tortuous constr, 
on wh. see my note. 

17. The words of this verse, cancd by Tie. 2, 
fr. ABKL [add Scr. w,z, Mus. 5540, and De 
Missy |], and brackd in Al. 1, are now restored 
by Al. and their authenticity satisfactorily 
evinced ; though I cannot acquiesce in ali the 
arguments urged. Tis. 3 still continues to er 
clude the worls ; but adduces nothing further ia 
support of that view except by bringing forward 
Euseb. Can., where he adds that canon 2 con- 
tains Matt. 322, Mc. 202, Luc. 309. And he 
eoncludes with the final determination that the 
passage was assuredly derived fr. Matt. xxvii. 15, 
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Mk. xv. 6, Joh. xviii. 39, notwithstanding the 
unanswerable argument that the words do not 
sufficiently resemble those in the parall. pas- 
sages of Matt., Mk., & Joh. to warrant such a 
supposition; not to say that the words contain 
an idiom almost liar to Lk., as only occurg 
eleewh. in N. T. at Jude 3, and quite in Luke's 
manner as having 8 tincture Latinism. I 
am, however, inclined to think that in the case 
of buth St. Luke and St. Jude, the use was 
derived fr. the language of common life as a 
iacial idiom. Thus I find it used by 
esych., who explains iwdvayxes iyw by 
dvayxny iyw. @€ same expungement, and 
for the same reason, was made by critics at v. 
32 of this chap., where see note. Here the full 
sense intended by the evangel., expressed and 
implied, is: ““He must needs,” from the obli- 
tion of duty, arising out of established custom 
(rh had given the Jewish people a sort of right 
by ee Comp. Aectsiii. 14 and Heb. 
i 


x. 16. 
18, For Serene Tis. & Al. ed. dvixpayov, 
fr. BL, 124, 157. But it is a mere gramm. corrn, 
as is also BAnisis iv pur. at v. 19, ed. by Tis. 
& Al. fr. the same MSS. 

‘21. For oratpwcov, crabp., Tis. & Al. edit 
aravpou oraipou, fr. BDF, Orig., Cyr., and the 
scholiasts, on tho ition that cravpwoaoy 
came fr. || Mk. : and this liar form oraépov 
may have been one the idioms of the 

rovincial Greek dialect, peculiar to Syria, 

ilicia, and Bithynia. Thus it might be used 

by Luke, of Syrian birth (at Antioch), as its 

cognate imperf. form, toravpov, was by Dio 

Cass. p. , 52, a Bithynian. Nevertheless, 

the insufficiency of external authority, however 

confirmed by internal evidence, forbids the 
: € reading. 

24, For o da, Ln., Tis., & Al. read xal 6, fr. 
BL 157, It, Vig., Cop., Syr. Cur., & Eth, 
supposing o d2 to have come fr. || Mk. But 
that so petty an altern should have been made, 
and have come into all the copies exc. 3, is far 
lese probable than that xal 6 should in those 
3 have arisen fr. crit. correen, to obviate the 
recurrence of 6 éé. 

26. I am now induced to remove avoie on 
very strong authority, that of nearly all the un- 
cials and very many curss., exclus. of all the 
Scr. exe. Bw w, z, Mus. 5559, 5777, 5731, 
15581, 16183 & 4, 11836, 17470, 17982: and in- 
ternal evidence is quite in favour of its P 
it being prob. derived fr. || Matt. & Mk. Thy 
before @uX. is caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDFK & 7 curss., though at eupr. v. 19 they 
snsert rij before puAaxs, fr. BLX,—a procedure 
in direct contradiction to that of Al. & Tis. 3 
supr. iii. 20, where see note. 

26. dwnyov in B [add Lam. 1177, 92, & 
Arab. vers.] is a manifest corrn, suggested by 
" Matt., of some critic who thought it required 
by the sense, agreeably to the context, “as they 
‘were ing him away.” But dwihyayor 
yielde an equally suitable sense, namely, “after 
that they had Jed him away.” 

For Zipevdés tivot—ipyonivov, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read Linevdé tra ipysusvor, fr. BCDLX 
& 5 curss., close congeners of D [add Lam. 1176, 
Ser. y, and the Burl. MS., omd by bart : but 
the reading is prob. a mere crit. corrn fr. |{ Matt. 
& Mk. from reminiscence of Acts ix. 27, xvi. 19, 
xviii. 17. 

29. ai inserted before xo:Mias is ed. by Tis. 
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& Al., fr. BOX &7 cures, [add Lam. 1192, Scr. 
8,y, P]. The ai may bave been absorbed in the 
a: preceding; but that was far less likely to 
have happened in all the copies exc. 14, than 
that in z few the ai should have been én- 
serted by critics, who thought it required by 

priety of language ; though surely not needed 
in the unstudied style of colloquial address, as 
Tis. seems now aware, since he has restored the 


word. 

For é04XAacav, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. s@pswav, 

fr. BC1D 118, 181, 269, and It. vers. and Al 

ounces 204A. “an explanatory gloss.” But 
ails 20pefay would ed none, though é01)X. 
might and would be likely to have it: accord- 
ingly in Phot. Lex. Oudauuv is explained by 
ude a To ya\axr1; and certainly the term 
was likely to be used by Lk. here, since he has 
employed it elsewh., xi. 27, xxi. 29, and it oft 
occurs in Sept. 

34. For xAnpoyw, Tis. & Al. ed. «A fpove, fr. AX 
1, 33, 131, 209, and a few cures., exclus. of Lam. 
1177 & 87, supposing «Ajpow derived fr. || Matt., 
Mk., & Jn. But Ln. retains the word, with 
reason, since xAjpove was less likely to be 
altered in all the copies but 13 to «Asjpoy, fr. 
} Matt. & Mk., than «Ajjpow to have been 
altered to xAsjpous, as & on, or easier read- 
ing for, the more difficult xAjpoy, in which we 
have the singular taken in a generic sense for the 
plural: an idiom oft oecurring in the Sept. 

35. The words obv adrois are cancd by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BCDLQX, 6 curse., awd some verses. ; 
and Al. su them “brought im to show 
from || Matt. & Mk. that the ae also derided 
Him.” But that is far less likely than thet 
they were inadvertently omitted by scribes, er 

urposely removed by critics, who did not un- 

erstand the true reference, owing to an obscurity 
in the wording, which had better have been ex- 
pressed thus: «ai elor. 6 Aade Oswpey, xal 
mucrnplar civ avroie 63 éEeuvaerip. xal ob 
&py. Comp. Matt. xxvii. 39, of 38 wapawop. 
(scil. Aaoi) BAaogdijpovy avtdov—opolwe 82 of 
apxcepete Euwallovrec EXeyov. 

For 6 Xpiords 6 Tov Beou ixA., Tis. & Al. 
read 6 Xp. row Geov 6 ixXexres, fr. BL 1, 118, 
209 [to wh. I can only add Lam. 1777}, and 
Euseb. ; but the authority is quite insufficient, 
and internal evidence not favourable, inasmuch 
as it seems, like the 3 other vv. 1l., to be only 
one of the four ways in which the passage was 
at an early period tampered with by critics; and 
on this ground I agree with Ln. in rejecting 
them all, and acquiescing in the t. rec. found in 
all the MSS. exc. some dozen, and which by its 
simplicity and suitability to the persons speaking 
bears alone the stamp of truth. 

36. For évéwar{ov, Tis. & Al. edit ivéwarEay, 
fr. BL. But it is far lees likely that év- 
éwai{ov shd have been, as Al. muppet: *e 
corrn to iEepnuatipiCov above,” than évéwartey 
@ corrn proceeding fr. critics who aimed thus to 
introduce what they thought a more suitable 
sense, not aware that ivéw. wpoad. wal Aivou- 
ree, &c., form part of the same sentence with 
&Fepnvar., &., a3 is ay teil in the Pesch. 
Syr. vers., rendered b aef., “ Et deridebant 
ei, et illudebant ei,” &c. 

Kail before doe is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
ABCIL, It. a, and Cop. But it was far less 
likely to be, as Al. su » ‘‘tnserted for con- 
nexion,” than removed as thought superfluous ; 
—whicb, however, is by no means the case. 
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- 38. yeypaundvy its caned by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BL, Cop., & Sah.: and Al. supposes it ‘ inter- 
lated fr. || Matt. or Mk.” But that this shd 
ave happened in all the copies exc. 2, is far less 
credible than that in those 2 it was removed by 
critics as thought superfluous. The words 
pémp. “EAA. xai ‘EBpaixois are omd in BC, 
rackd by Ln. & Al. 1, and cancd by Tis., and 
aleo by Meyer, who supposes them inserted fr. 
|| Joh. : but, as Al. 2, who removes the brackets, 
remarks, ‘“‘ why here only, and not in Matt. & 
Mk. ?” -As respects the vv. lectt. in the MSS., 
they are no more than may well be accounted 
for without casting a shade over the 
genuinenees of the words, whose omission prob. 
originated in their being deemed by fastidious 
critics superfluous. 

The removal of otros (deleto éori) to the 
end of the verse, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BDL a, is merely a crit. corrn to make the 
words more like those of an inscription, and to 
adapt éhts to what is found in || Matt. & Mk. 

30, Asyoo is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BC!L, 
It. a, b, ff2, Cop., Sah., $ . Cur., Ath., & Arm. 
But such a lame constrn ought not to be ascribed 
on such insufficient evidence to so generally 
correct a writer as our evangelist, Adéyuy was 
prob. removed by some critic, who, stumbling at 
the Hebraistic idiom of the partic. (and espy at 
the tautology) removed it here, but at v. 40 
effected the same purpose by changing the par- 
ticip. to a verb, pn, with the necessary altera- 
tion of the verb éwerixa into the iets 
iwitipiov, likewise adopted by Tis. & Al., but, 
as in the former case, rejected by Ln. 

42. vw before "Ino. is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BC!L, Cop., & Sah. verss.; but internal evidence 
confirms the strongest external in its favour, in- 
asmuch as it was far less likely that 'Inaou, as 
the original reading, should have been mistaken 
for dat. in all the copies but 3, than in those 
3 have been removed for the sake of suiting 
the subsequent crit. altern, by wh. «vpre is re- 
moved, and the vocat., transferred to 'I ncou, is 
placed earlier in the sentence for greater force. 
As regards the eaternal authority for the omission 
of xdpie, it ie the same as for the cancelling of 
vo, with the addition of 2 or 3 curss. [add Scr. 
p, W], and they were evidently meant to match 
one another. It is plain that rw was prefixed 
to ’Inaov, in order to prevent Ino. being taken 
for a vocat. 

43. 6 'Inoous is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BL, 
Ev. 26, It. e, Cop., & Sah. verss., but retained 
by Lan., rightly, since it were far less likely that 
the word should have been interpolated in all 
the copies but 3 and all the verss. of any autho- 
rity, than have been accidentally lost in those 
3. Considering the vast weightiness of our 
Lord's answer to the Lpeappir malefactor's peti- 
tion, as inherent in the dun anu. (“this ve 
day") od wet’ éuod icy, “thou shalt be wit 
Me,” and the subsequent assurance by climax, 
ivy tm wapadtiow, “ [yea] in paradise” (on wh. 
rests, as Al. remarks, the whole evegests of the 
saying), we cannot imagine that our evangelist 
would have omitted words almost indispensable 
to the context. 

The coi Aéyes, ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BC!L, 
arose fr. a mere crit. altern to impart greater 
dignity to the address, pa by the sacrifice of 
that grave simplicity so inherent in the expres- 
sion, used in so many other passages of the Gos- 
pels. It is true that col Aéyw occurs also at 
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Mk. v. 41, Aéyes abtri7—~rd Kxopdcioy, col 
Aéyoo, eyetpe, and Lu. v. 24, vii. 24. But 
br the ray is quite jonsuichong the words 
in renthetic, 80 as to requtre the position 
gol hive as called for by the emphasis af oul 

44, én after qv dt is inserted by La., Tis, 
& Al., fr. BC'L, Vig., & Cop. But internal 
evidence, as well as strong external, forbids the 
adoption, it being prob. a mere supplementum, 
derived fr. the scholiasts and verss., as also at 
xxiv. 29in BL & 7 curss., and there too adopled 
by Tis. & Al. 

The «ai yy for xv 63, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. B (teste Maio) CDL & 5 It. copies, & Cop. 
vers., 18 & mere arbitrary altern, oft made in the 
ancient uncials, though its Hebraistic character 
might seem to countenance its ee 

46. For wapa0yjcouat, ABCKPQUX & 20 
cures. [add Lam. 1175, 88, Scr. p, w, z, H, 
Mus. , 5559] have waparifeuac, ed. b 
Tis. & Al., and prob. the true reading, intern 
evidence being in its favour. In adopting words 
derived fr. Ps. xxx. 5 (not, however, by regular 
citation), our Lord was not bound to conform to 
the Sept., esp. since in the Hebr. original the 
fut. has undoubtedly a present sense, here called 
2 Lad the occasion on wh. the words were em- 
ployed. 

nternal evidence is quite against the reading 
rovro dé, for xai ravra, ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BCD 71, 248, It. c, Cop. [add Lam, 528, Ser. 
Pp, W, Zz, P], it being evidently a mere crit. alten 
suggested by the verss. See note on Joh. xi. 28 
and elsewhere. 

47. For idctacev, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. édo- 
Eafev, fr. BDLR, c, e, ff, Cop. 2—ineufficient 
authority, and not compensated by internal evi- 
dence. The reading may have arisen fr. error of 
scribes, who occasionally confound % and a, or 
fr. a gramm. corrn of Alexn critics, who oft 
alter the aor. 1 into the imperf. 

48. For Qewpouvres, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. 
Gewptjcavrss, fr. BCDLRX 33, Cop.: and 
Al. pronounces the t. rec. “ acorrn from joining 
it to the foregoing.” But that such s corrn shd 
have got into all the copies exc. 6, and all the 
verss. exc. Cop., is far less probable than that 
Gewpno. was a corrn to make the meaning more 
apposite, and to remove the harshness of three 
participles —and those in the same tense occg— 
to do which more effectually another critic in A, 
No. 226, & Scr. x removed Gewp. ra yevoutve. 

*Eautay before ra ornOy is cancd by Tis. & 
Al. (not Ln.), fr. ABCDL 1, 131, , and 4 
others. But it was far less likely that the word 
shd, as Al. says, have been “added in all the 
copies exc. 7 as a reminiscence of supr.. xviii. 
13,” than have been removed as superfluous. 
Besides there the reading is a’rou, and here it 
prob. is avriopy. 

49, For atrov, airw, ed. by Ln., Tis. & 
Al., fr. ABLP 83, 64, is the more class. Greek 
constrn, yet occurring also in Joh. xviii. 15, and 
hence it may be the true reading: yet since the 
constrn with genté. occurs in Sept., Ps. lxxxvii. 
8 & 19, Neh. v. 10, 4 Regg. x. 11, Ps. xxx. 14, 
& al., it is more likely to have been used by Lk. 

51. Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. canc. the 2d «ai, and 
Kal avros, fr. BCL 69, 4 It. copies, and Cop., 
supposing the words adopted fr. || Mk. But 
that rests on mere surmise; and very unlikely 
is it that the words (esp. the lst xai) shd have 
come into all the copies but fiva, and into all 
the versa, of any weight. It is far more prob. 
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that the variations in positn of the words Kai 
airos f for iu KMPUX & 5 cures.—add Lam. 
528, 1175, 79, Scr. 0, p, Mus. 14774—these 
come before wpocedixero) occasioned, as oft, 
omission in a few copies. The seemingly un- 
necessary repetition of xai would be almost sure 
to occasion the in some copies either of 
one or the other. The construcn of this verse 
is, indeed, very inartificial ; though, as says Tis. 
3—who now edits Sd: xai wpocedéy. Kai avrds 
—ezx tngenio Luce: though critics, continues he, 
stumbling at the seeming pleonasm, corrected 
the flaw in various ways, and by the aid of the 
parallel of Matt. & Lk. However, the 
text now laid down by Tis., specious as it may 
seem, is liable to the objection of being formed 
partly from conjecture, however probable, and is 
not found exactly as it stands in any one copy. 
53. After «a0sX., Ln., Tis., & Al. cane. avrd, 
fr. BCDL & 8 curss., with several It. copies. 
But that such a supplementum, as Al. terms it, 
should, as he supposes, have been made in all 
the copies exc. 4, is far less likely than that the 
word should have been removed by critics, who 
etumbled at there being two avro’s where one 
might have sufficed, and accordingly removed, 
some of them the first avro, others the second, 
omitted iu HX and not a few curss., exclus. of 
Lam. 1188, Mus. 5731. Tis. now sees the matter 
in mis light, and accordingly has restored the 
word. 
As aspects the reading airdy, for the 3d 
avro, ed. by Ln., Tis., k Al., fr. BCD, It., 
Vig., & Cop., it may be genuine, and internal 
evidence is rather in its favour: but it requires 
far stronger authority to warrant its reception. 
‘ more mature consideration of a 
matter wh. I have long regarded as an open 
question, and been disposed to bracket the 2d 
«Kai a8 also the s at wapackeune, I now feel jus- 
tified in reading, with Tis. & Al., on the autho- 
rity of all the uncials exc. BC!L and, as Tis. 
reckons, }20 curas., besides all the Lam. & Scr., 
and several Mus. copies, confirmed by the later 
Syr. & Sah. verss.,—«ai juépa hy wapacKkevys 
caBBarov iwidweoxey, and internal evidence is 
in favour of the reading, since it would seem 
that, as Tis. remarks, ‘“‘the same critics who 
altered wapacxevid to -suis, removed the «af ;” 
indeed the very same external evidence is pre- 
sented for both these readings. However, this 
harsh . 80 unlike the usual manner of 
eur evangelist, was sure to be stumbled at by 
the revisers and translators fr. the earliest 
gy as appears fr. BCL, the Pesch. Syr., It., 
g. veres.; and accordingly they set them- 
selves to in various waye remedy the obscure 


ty. 

55. I would now bracket the «al, cancd by 
Tis. & Al., fr. nearly all the uncials and very 
many curss. (excl. of almost all the Lam., Scr., 
and many Mus. copies), confirmed by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as it was far more likely to 
be added than removed. And Tis. 3 now takes 
the same view. 


XXIV. 1. For Ba@éos, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
BaBéeos, fr. all the uncials exc. 5 and very man 
curss., to wh. I can add Lam. 1176, 77, 78, 79, 
87, 92, 93, Scr. i, n, p, u, w, x, z, H, P, and all 
the most ancient Mus. copies, confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, being, by its brevity, more likely 
to be genuine. As regards the true nature of the 
word, one might suppose it to be an error of 
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scribes, who oft confound w and o, and regard 
this as a case like that of éx Tov elxdres for -ot 
in several copies of Thucyd. iv. 17, were it not 
forbidden by the overwhelming external evi- 
dence for ws. The difficulty is best encoun- 
tered by supporing that Babéws presents a pecu- 
liar but fully established form of the genit. of 
adjectives in -vc, as in d6£éwe, Bapiwe, eiOiws, 
Beayxios, and other words adduced by Lobeck 
on Phryn. p. 246—8, as occurring not only in the 
earlier and Attic Gr. writers, as Thucyd., Plato, 
Demosth., & Theoph., but in the later ones, as 
Elian, Arrian, Appian, Diodor., Pausan., 
Plut., Joseph., Philo, Galen, Procop., & Jam- 
blich. Thus the true mode of handling this 
and other words coming under the same cate- 
gory, is to consider the terminn as a later Gr. form 
of adject. in -vs, wh. after being obsolete fr. long 
disuse—the Jonice form in -eos nevine disp! 
it—came to be revived and introduced not onl 
into the ordinary Greek, but into the provinci 
and Syrian Greek, and hence was likely to be 
employed by Luke. 

t the end of the verse the words xai reves 
oiy avrats are cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BC!L 33, 124, It., Vig., Cop., & AEth., and, of 
fathers, by Dionys. Alex., Euseb., & August. 
They may be, as Al. thinks, “an harmonistic 
insertion suggested by Mk. xvi. 1;” but the 
authority is insufficient to justify more than 


4, For é:awop., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. arop., 
fr. BCDL, but no curss., nor can I adduce any, 
and the authority is insufficient, esp. as being un- 
supported by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
é: was far less likely to be added to drop. in 
all the copies but 4, than in those 4 to have 
been omitted by negligence of scribes, who oft 
omit prepositions in composn. And Luke was 
not unlikely here to use the compound rather 
than the simple verb, since he has done so four 
times eleewh.; and this is the more probable, 
considering that the comp. is oft used by Jos. & 
Philo, Polyb., Diod., & Plut. 

Just after I have, with Matth.,Gr., Sch., Ln., 
Tis., & Al., ed. dvdpee suo for dvo dvép., fr. all 
the most weighty uncials, with very sg 
curss., exclus. of nearly all the Lam., Scr., 
Mus. copies, confirmed by the Syr., It., & Sah. 
verss., and, of fathers, by Euseb. & Theoph. 

7. Src dei is placed not after Aéyeow, but after 
avOp., by Tis. & Al., fr. BCL, It. a, and Syr. 
Cur.; and Al. styles the t. rec. “a corrn of 
order.” But that such a harsh constrn sbould 
have come from so generally exact a writer as 
Luke is improbable. It may rather be supposed 
that the reading arose by accident from the words 
Sra dt being lost in some very ancient original 
(thus ore is abs. fr. 2 copies now extant), and 
then restored, tho’ in the wrung place. The reason 
why a word or words so circumstanced came to be 
introduced in the wrong place, was not so much 
from inadvertence of the scribes, as fr. the care~ 
lessness of revisers, who oft failed to indicate 
clearly where words placed in the margin for in- 
sertion were to be brought in. 

9. For ravra wavra, Tis. 3 edits wdavra 
rata, fr. DEFHKUXIAA and 20 curss. (add 
Lam. 1176, 87, 88, 92, Scr. h, i, k, 0, v, w, x, 
Mus. 5540, 5559, 15581, 16183 & 4), supposing 
t. rec. to be a mere alteration of positn fr. Matt, 
xiii. 16, but without reason. See my note there. 

10. For joao, Tis. 3 edits qv, fr. B though, 
teste Maio, it has joav) KIU 22, 69, 131, 300, 
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& 15 other curse. [add Lam. 1176, Mus. 1810, 
6468], with Cyril, It., & Vig. I added. Wolf 
Ceph.: and Tis. remarks on the frequent use 
of sv in the later Gr. writers, referring to 
Steph. Thes. ed. Paris. I suspect, indeed, that 
Mai’s soap is only a 2nda manu, and that the 
orig. reading was nv. 

‘H before '[axwBov is inserted in most of the 
uncials and, Tis, says, 40 curss.—to wh. add 
Lam. 1179, 87, 88, Scr. i, 1, n, 0, v, w—and 
is adopted by him, but excluded by Ln. & Al., 
rightly, since internal evidence is against the 
tnsertton, wh. was more likely to take place 
(namely, fr. Matt. xxvii. 56, Mk. xvi. 4) than 
the removal. 

As respects the genuineness of the al before 
Aowwai, adhuc sub judice est, It is cancd by 
Ln., fr. BFGHLA & many curss. [add Lam. 
528, 1188, 92, 93, Scr. h, i, 0, v, w, x, y, 2, Mus. 
5468, 5540, et al.J, but retained by Tis. & Al., 
rightly, since, though it is hardly to be dz 
with, it might accidentally be lost in some of the 
earliest originals. 

12. The words of this verse are bracketed by 
Ln. and caned by Tis., but only on the authority 
of D, 4 Ital. copies, and the Jerus. Syr. v. in 
one copy—a most insufficient warrant, and ac- 
cordingly the expungement must rest on internal 
evidence, and that based on the groundless sur- 
mise, that the words were interpolated fr. the 
kindred passage of Joh. xx. 5 seqq.: but that 
could not take place, since, as Al. observes, the 
ony reason for the insertion would be to tally 
with v. 24; and in that case it certainly would 
not mention Peter alone. I cannot, howr, agree 
with the learned editor that the two peers 
had a common origin. He only arrives at that 
conclusion by pressing too much on certain 

hrases, against which I have in my note taken, 
preven: just exception. 

. Tam still of the same opinion as to the 
genuineness of the words xal éore, wh. Tis. 3 
now restores, agreeing with me that they were 
re d, or altered by critica only to remove a 
difficulty, arising fr. the slight irregularity of 
the construction occasioned by the strong emo- 
tion experienced by the speaker; a verd with 
xai being used where strict propriety would re- 
quire a particip. dvres, by a sort of nomin. 
absolute use, to be recognized in a similarly 
worded passage of Soph. Aj. 327, To:avtra yap 
wwe kai Xdye: xwdvperar for ddvpdmevor (yz). 
The slight flaw in composn was, however, 1 
ce ae partly incurred by the writer sliding, 
under the influence of strong emotion, into 
somewhat of the graphic, as inherent in the fine 
epithet oxvOpwwol, grim-visaged (eq. to sad- 
visaged), an epithet used by Shakspeare, so that 
in Milton, Par. L. x. 23, the great poet, I sus- 
pect, wrote “grim (not dm) sadness did not spare 
——celestial visage.” 

18. o before eIs is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BDELNPA & 12 cures, [ete Lam. 528, 
Burl. MS., & Matth. m]: and Al. pronounces 
the word ‘‘a@ currecn, there being two persons.” 
But the use of the art. only serves to point at 
one of the two by a known circumstance tending 
to fix it (the particular use of the art: here being 
that of reference) ; and thus the most exact ren- 
dering of the words will be, “the (equiv. to 
that) one) [of them] whose name was Cleophas.” 
Yet, though this use of the art. may be justified, 
still the point on which its justification hangs 
1s too minute and refined to have been known to 
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the Alexn critics; and hence to su the 
art. inserted here is not to be thought of; but 
that it should be removed by crit. is exactly what 
we might expect. 

21. xui after ye is inserted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDL 1, 33. But the authority is in- 
sufficient, and not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, which at any rate is equally balanced. 

22. For dp8peae, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dp- 
Opiwai, fr. ABDK1LA & No. | (I can only add 
Mus. 5540 & Scr. w); and internal evidence 
might seem in its favour, in so far as Luke may 
be thought more likely to have used the later 
Greek form épQpivds than the earlier one dp- 
@proe, peculiar to the early Attic writers, as 
Aristoph., Thucyd., Plato, & Aristot.: while 
the other is almest confined to the /ater writers, 
almost entirely poets, as Antip., Sidon., Posi- 
dipp., Meleager, and others in Anthol. Gr., also 
Arat., and esp. Sept. in Hos. vi. 4, xiii. 3, Wisd. 
xi. 23. However, since Sp@pros occurs in the 
Sept. Job xxix.7, it is very possible that the 
evangelist used it. 

. Arepuyvevay is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABGLPUXA & a few curses, [ead Iam. 1177, 
89, Scr. h. i, x, y, H, P, Mus. 536, 5598, 19469, 
19787, 19993]. But it seems to have arisen 
from a mere error of scribes, for d:np., who prob. 
inadvertently introduced it, though only a form 
of common and colloquial use. 

28. For wofpwripw, roppwrtepoy is ed. 
by La., Tis., & Al, fr. AB & 38. But it is a 
mere crit. corrn for the later and less 
Greek form, rarely found in the earlier c 
writers. 

29, After xéxAxey Tis. & Al. insert dn, fr. 
BL & 7 curss.—a specious reading, but evidently 
introduced for the sake of suiting the context. 
See my note supr. xxiii. 44. Tis. 3, now seei 
the matter in this light, has expunged the wo 

33. For ovvnOp., Lu., Tis., & Al. read 49e., 
fr. BD 33: and Al. pronounces it “acorrn for 
precision.” But that such should have been 
thought necessary all but universally, is incre- 
dible. The omission by scribes of the prepm in 
composn is frequent: and as Luke has twice 
eleewh. used the compound verb, he was likely 
to do so again here. 

36. Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel 6 ‘Inaovs, fr. 
BDL, 3 or 4 curss., & 3 It. copies. The words 
may have been, as Al. affirms, “inserted fr. the 
lectionaries :” but that this insertion shd have 
found its way into all the copies exc. 6 or 7 is 
very improbable. It is far more likely that 
certain critics thinking adroe 6’Iyo. redundant, 
removed, some of them o ’Ina., others abr. 
Comp. supr. v. 15. 

38. For é:ari, Tis. edits m, fr. B & Mar- 
cion; while Ln. & Al. retain t. rec.; and Al. 

ronounces the 7: a mechanical ition. Bat 
it is rather a crit. emendn for adaptation to the 
foregoing rt. Internal evidence is in favour of 
+i) xapdia, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BD & 
some curss.: but the authority is insufficient, 
and the reading was prob. adopted fr., or sug- 
gested by the Ital. & other verss. 

For abros éye elu, La., Tis. & Al. read 
éym elut abroe, fr. BL 33 & 4 1t. copies. But 
it seems, like the éyw adros elus in D & 3 Et. 
copies, a mere arbitrary altern of positn by 
critics. 

44, For atrois, Tis. & Al. read wpds at-rode, 
fr. BLX & 3 cures. [add Mus. 5540], Ie. & 
Vig. But the authority is insufficient to justify 
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the change, since it is not confirmed by internal 
evidence. After Aoyvo: Tis. & Al. insert pov, 
fr. ADKLNX & 3 or 4 curss, [add Scr. w]: 
but the authority, unsupported as it is by the 
most ancient verss., & unconfirmed by internal 
evidence, is insufficient to justify its adoption: 
46. The words otrwe ides are cancd by Tis. 
& AL, fr. BC/DL, It., Cop., Arm., & Iren. 
But the authority is insufficient, esp. as uncon- 
firmed by any cursives, and not compensated b 
internal evidence ; for to suppose that the wards 
arose, 38 Al. maintains, fr. dé: being substituted 
for yeyp., fr. v. 26, and that both these readings 
were adopted and united by «ai, is incredible, 
However, I find that the learned editor was in- 
debted for this notable eSpypa to Dr. Mill, whe, 
had he turned his eyes on the words of Theo- 
hyl., Ard xai didaonxe: abrove St: dvayKxaioy 
jv obrws wabsiv réy Xprordy, ores; woe; 
a EtvAov cravpov, would prob, have never 
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broached it. The comment, prob. derived fr. 
Chrys., or some other ancient father, rather 
tends to confirm the authenticity of the words, 
as do also Euthym. and the catena on Lk., both 
Greek and Lat., in matter formed fr. the ancient 
fathers, esp. Cyril. As to the ingeniously con- 
cocted surmise of Al. te aceount for the intro- 
duction of words not in the original of Luke, he 
will under present circums. prob. withdraw it. 

47. For aptapuevov, Tis. & Al. edit dpza- 
mevot, fr. BC'LNX. But that Luke should 
have employed so very harsh and unusual a 
constrn is more than I can believe—insomuch 
that I am inclined to suspect that dptdauevoe 
merely arose fr. error of scribe in some very 
ancient archetype whence BCL originated. As 
to dpEéuevoy, it is, however harsh in constrn, 
not, like ai else all but a barbarism, but 
may very well be referred, as it is by the ancient 
interpreters, to cnpvxOnjvar. 


JOHN. 


I. 16, For xal before ix rov, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read Src, fr. BC1DLX 33, It. a, b, ©, ff, q 
Cop., AEth., Arm., Orig. 3, Eus., Cyr. 3; and 
Al. thinks “‘ dv: was altered to xai for the pur- 
pose of preventing its occurrence thrice follow. 
ing.” But the authority for the change is in- 
sufficient, and not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, wh. is adverse. The three dri's do not 
come 80 close ther as to cause any great 
offence ; nor is it likely that, forno better reason 
than for such a petty circumstance, the readin 
shd have been altered in all the copies but 6. 
In short, it is the dr: that is the altered read- 
ing, which got into those 6 copies from some 
cause wh. we are not in a position to ascertain. 
Be that as it may, the logic of the context, as 
ably traced by Lampe, rejecta the dre and de- 
mands the xai, wh., in order to be approved, has 
only to be rightly understood, as meaning tmo, 
yea (answering to xai exegetic), as in/r. ii. 16, 
wal ydpw dvri yaépcros, and elsewh. in N, T., 
also in the class. wr. 

20. The reading of Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. 
ABCILX 33, iyw ovx elul, was prod. derived 
fr. the It., lat. Syr., & other verss., wh. have it, 
though it is quite plain that the earlier Pesch. 
7 tranelr had in hie copy ob« elui iy. By 

us altering the posn. the force of the assertion 
is greatly weakened, which is: ‘‘ The Christ am 
not J [for my pert]," equiv. to class. gywys. 
This position of iyw, however rare elsewh., is 
not unfrequent in this Gospel, e. g. iv. 26, vi. 
40, xiii. 36, xiv. 3, xvii. 24, xviii. 37, and oc- 
curs also in Acts xxv. 18, xxvii. 23, Rom. vii. 
20, ix. 3, xiv. 11, xv. 14, Gal. ii. 20, Eph. iv. 1, 
Col. i. 23, 25, 1 Tim. i. 11, 15, ii. 7, 2 Tim. i. 
1], iv. 1, Tit. i. 3, though its ition is oft 
changed by careless scribes, or altered by rash 
critics, unaware of its emphasis when placed 
afler the verb, which ia peculiarly suited to the 
present solomn aseeveration. Tis. now sees the 
matter in this light, since he restores the t. rec., 
well remarking : “‘ Nec hoc loco nec iii. 28 cum 
B similibusque faciendum ; ad consuetudinem 
revocantibus exquisité dictum.” 

2]. adros ioriy are cancd by Tis, & Al., fr. 


BC!1L 1, 22, 33, It. a, Syr. Cur., & Cop. verss., 
with Orig. & Cyr.: and Al. supposes them 
“ brought in to fll up the constrn, and refer to 
vv. 15 and 30." But that is taking too much 
for granted. In short, the words were evidently 
remeved by critics who thought them super- 
fluous; though they are, as I have already 
shown, indispensable. My decision as to the 

enuineness of r@ and its grounds of preference 
is ratified by the suffrage of Al. 2 and Tis. 3, 
of whom the latter remarks: “é» sine re non 
fluctuat v. 25 nec fere magis v. 33.” 

28. For BiOaBapa, Bn@avia is found in 
nearly all the Lam. & Scr. copies, and in all the 
Mus. ones, exc. 2 of little weight. 

30. I am now of opinion that internal evi- 
dence, as regards the disputed point of wep 
and wip, is scarcely equally balanced, since 
though Uwip may have been an emendn of 
critics, yet wepi may rather have been an altera- 
tion of revisers (suggested by the scholiasts) to 
the more obvious and usual term, esp. since, as 
Tis. 3 remarks, wepi with ew. or Ady. very 
seldom fluctuates in reading. 

82. I have ed. we[si| because there is strong 
authority for we without the ei, adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al, namely ABCEGHLSVAA &, Tis. 
says, 50 curss.,—besides Lam. 1176, 78, 88, 92, 
Scr. h, i, k, m, n, 0, t, v, H, Mus. 5468, 11300, 
11836, 19882: and I should have received it 
into the text but for the circumstance that in- 
ternal evidence is scarcely favourable; for to 
ark with Al., that ‘‘déoei came fr. || Matt., 
whence || Lk. has algo been altered,” is coming 
to a decision per: saltum; without bearing in 
mind, that even in || Matt. some ancient copies 
have ws, nay, that in two-thirds of the passages 
where weal occurs in the t. rec., some unciale 
and cursives, more or less, have we; and that 
in several of them de is manifestly a mere crit. 
corrn of style, and therefore such may prob. 
be the case here. That in || Lk. we has nol, as 
Al. avers, been so altered, I have, I think, 
evinced, insomuch that Tis. has there recalled 


the t. rec. 
835. Tis. 3 has restored the 6 before 'lwdeyv., 
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wh. he had, with Al., cancd, on the slender 
authority of BD, almost alone and unconfirmed 
by interna] evidence. 

38. 62 after orpad. is omd in EFHMVA 
and, Tis. says, 30 curss. [add 8 Lam., Ser., & 
Mus. copies] and Orig., a frequent error of 
scribes, occasioned by the dé being written by 
abbrevn, and esp. occurring at the end of a line, 
and there expressed in small character. 

41. Meolay is found here in all the Lam. & 
Scr. copies exc. 1, in all the Mus. ones exc. 2, 
at iv. 25, in all the Lam. & Scriv. exc. 2, and 
all the Mus. copies of any antiquity and weight; 
and I should be inclined to adopt it, were not 
internal evidence equally balanced. Maecc. is 
more agreeable to the Heb. and Syr., and the 
scribes might, as oft, put the single for the 
double consonant ; but they would be as likely 
to mistake the double o expressed by abbrevn 
forasingle o. And the authority of the most 
ancient uncials, wh. almost invariably present 
Meoo., must decide in favour of that reading. 

43. I still retain the xai before ffyay., wh. 
was prob. lost by being abbreviated and written 
in small character at the end of a line. It was 
prob. the want of seeing that the words 0 Aéyerar 
—éidaoxaXe are parenthetic wh. mainly occa- 
sioned the error, and subseqy the placing of a 
period, in pine of a comma, after ypiorus. I 
cannot believe that such a halting constrn a 
Tis. & Al. ascribe to the evangelist in these vv. 
could have come fr. him; though Al. in his 
Ist ed. made much worse of it by expunging 
avroy on the sole authority of B; which, how- 
ever, is nought, since the MS., teste Maio, has 
the adrov. As respects 22, it is not, as Muralto 
represents, in B, nor in the ed. Wolf Ceph., by 
which the MS. was collated. The question of 
its genuineness depends on that of the xai, wh. 
being retained, we may tolerate the absence of 
the dé in a writer so very sparing of particles. 

I still retain "Iwva, though Tis. edits *Iw- 
dvvou, fr. B'L 33, It. a, b, ff, 1, and some copies 
of Vig.; but prob. by an error of scribes, who 
perpetually mangled proper names with which 
they were unacquainted. 


47. Here again occurs the usual discrepancy 
between Nafapir and Nafapé0, of which the 
latter is found in EFGHKMUVA and many 


ancient curss. [add Scr. x once, Lam. 1189, Mus. 
11840, 4740], but not adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al.; 
though as they edit —é6 in all the other passages 
where the name occurs, that courso is, as will 
sppear from my note on Matt. iv. 23, injudicious. 

0. The words dwexpifn atirw Nal., ed. by 
Lu., Tis., & Al., fr. BL 33, 249 b, seem only a 
critl emendn to improve the composn by a 
better arrangemt of the words, and a neater 
compression of the phraseology. 

51. I cannot yet taccive daucbs for idere, 
on such slender authority as BCL 1, 22, 33, 
118, 209, Sor. & Orig., helped out only by the 
mere surmise of iders having been derived fr. v. 
47 and xi. 34, where there is no fluctuation of 
reading. However, dyec@e is not 90 much a 
gloss, as an easter reading, prob. s ted by 
the Syr., It., & Ath. verss., where there is a 
free rendering, ad sensum, the translrs. stumbling 
at the peculiar form, whose existence, however, 
is attested by the rabbinical writers, and occurs 
in Ezek. viii. 9, and eleewh. in the Sept. 


IL. 1. Tis. 3 edits Kava, fr. MA and, he says, 
“ many others:” though where those are I cannot 
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learn. I can, however, subjoin B in Joh. iv. 
46, and xxi. 2, but not here. The form, too, 
sometimes occurs in Jos., as in Bell. J. i. 17, 6; 
at others, Kaya, as in Bell. i. 4, 7, Vit. § 6, 
Ant. xiii. 15, 1 (also in the Compl. ed. here), 
and in three other s of Jos. where the name 
occurs, also in Epiphan. But Kava occurs ina 
Constantinopolitan writer cited in Reland’s Pa- 
lestine, p. 681. According to the accentuation, 
Kava is equally regarded as a noun undeclined ; 
nor can Tdind a single ex. of the declined form; 
and hence I regard this as one of the many 
sages in wh. the critics have, de suo, furnished 
an undeclined noun with a form of declenston, 
as here in the case of Kavg, found in almost all 
the MSS., and also in B at this and v. 
1], but this cannot be right, though Kava might 
be. And since it is very unlikely that the mode 
of writing a word should vary in the same MS., 
I suspect that the true reading of B in the pre- 
sent passage, and at v. 11, is Kava, or at least 
that it was that of its original, though altered to 
Kava by the scribes, or by revisers, who thought 
the termination by the dative required. 

6. Ai8. dep. may be the original reading; but 
it is more probably an alteration of position 
suggested by the Vig. vers., since all the rest, 
the Syr., It., &c., recognize the position in t. rec. 
Tam still of the same opinion as to the true 
ee of xelaevat, regarding the one adopted 

y Tis. & Al. after "lovdalcwy (occurring only in 
BL & 33) as having arisen fr. the word being 
first omitted, from the t variety of position, 
in some very ancient MS. t the archetype of BL, 
and then restored to the text, though in the 
wrong place. 

The dé after duvno. seems to have been 
omitted, as oft elsewh., by negligence of scribes, 
owing to the obscureness of the written abbrevn, 
prob. occupying the end ofa line. This opinion 
1s confirmed by the circumstance that the omis- 
sion is confined to 3 copies in the closest con- 
nexion. Kavragpaysra:, wh. I have ed., is 
found in almost all the uncials and, Tis. says, 
150 curss., to wh. add all the Lam. exc. 5: 
1177, 89, all the Scr. exc. z, and all the Mus. 
copies exc. 11836. 

4, For davrov, Ln. & Tis. edit adrds, fr. 
A*BL 253 [I can only add Lam. 1177, Ser. v. 1}, 
and the insufficiency of external authority is not 
compensated by internal evidence, since the 
reading involves an anomaly unprecedented. 
Al. retains éaurdy, and pronounces avroép an 
error occasioned by the word preceding. In- 
deed it is, I think, questionable whether auv7ép 
exists in any of the 4 copies alleged. Certainly 
B has av’royp, with the ed. Wolf Cephal., also A 
as corrected by the scribe himself. So, too, L, 
teste Wets.; and I doubt not that No. 253 really 
has, of at least that its original had, adroy, wh. 
I believe to be the genuine reading. Another 
instance of the same error having crept into the 
text occurs in Lk. xxii. 66, where see note, and 
note on Matt. xxv. 1. 


Ill. 2. For rdv Incovv, adrow, ed. by Ln., 
Tis., & Al. (& myself), fr. half of the uncials 
and very many curss., is found in all the Lam. 
copies exc. 2 or 3, Scr. k, OP? . r, w, and l4 
of the most ancient Mus. MSS. he vrép ‘ine. 
prob. came fr. the lectionaries. : 

For ratva rd ony. div., ddw. ravTra Ta 
onu., ed. by Ln, Tis. & AL, fr. ABL 33 & 3 
others, It., Vig., Syr., Cop., & Arm. versa, & 
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Orig., was Pas & mere corrn of position, sug- 
ted by the verss. 

15. The words uy &oAnras GAX’ are brackd 
by Ln., and cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 1, 22, 
35, 118, 161, 209, It. a, e, and some verses. ; and 
Al, supposes them brought in fr. the next verse ; 
wh. is possible; but the probability is that 
they were expunged by critics to remove a tau- 
tology ; and this is confirmed by the state of the 
evidence at els avdrov, where to remove a tau- 
tology, some critics read év avrw, as in B (now 
adopted by Tis. & Al.); others éw’ avrdy, as 
in AL, adopted by Ln.; while others d 
vv., as in Evang. 4/7 once, 
& Syr. Cur. Nothing is more plain than that 
both éw’ avrdy and éyv avre are alike altera- 
tions of critics, who were unaware that mor. 
als followed by accus. is almost peculiarly Jo- 
hannean, being found only once in Matt. & 
once in Mk. 

19, For woynoa avrwv, Ln. & Tis. edit avr. 
awoyv., fr. ABGKLUA & 20 curas. [add Lam. 
1177, Scr. p, Mus. 5540, 5559, 5598, 11836, 
16183, 19993}, It., Vig., Asth., Cyr., Chrys.— 
prob. an arbitrary altern of position suggested by 
the It. & Vig. versa. 

23. The number of curss. wh. have Sadhu 
Tis. reckons at 7, to wh. I can add 30 Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies; but were there more, it 
would be in vain to defend a manifest itacism ; 
and all the ancient evidence of MSS., confirmed 
by Euseb. & Jerome, places the spelling -:u 


Peyees all doubt. 

. "Tovéaiov is found in nearly all the un- 
cials and very many of the most ancient curse., 
exclus. of all the Lam. MSS. exc. 528 & 1192, 
and all the Scr. exc. p, z. 

34. 6 Bede after didwory is cancd by Tis. & 
AL, fr. BC1L1 83, It., Cop., & Cyr. The words 
may be, as Al. avera, supplementary ; but they 
would scarcely have come into all the copies 
exc. 5, and the veres. exc. 3 copies of the It. 
They were more prob. for the pur- 
poee of removing a sort of tautology, than in- 
terpolated almost universally. 


IV. 3. wadw is now caned by Tis., fr. ABLE 
FGHSUVAA and, he reckons, 120 curss, [to 
which I add almost all the Lam. & Scr., and 
most of the ancient Mus. copies], with the Compl. 
ed., the later Syr. & Pers., Orig., & Chrys. The 
word is rejected by Matth. & brackd by Gr., but 
retained by Scholz, Schulz, Ln., Al., Tis. 2, & 
myself, though subsequently in ed. 3 cancelled 
by Tis., in deference to whose opinion I am now 
disposed to bracket the word, though only in 
consideration of the strong eaternal evidence for 
its absence, inasmuch as internal evidence is 
rather in favour of the word, which was less 
likely to be txserted fr. . 1. 44, as Matth. 
thought, than to have been lost by accident fr. 
variety of positn, or removed by critics as ou 
fluous, or otherwise objected to, as has oft hap- 

ed to the word elsewh., e.g. at Matt. xiii. 
44, xxvii. 50, Mk. xii. 5, xiv. 40, Lk. vi. 43, 
Joh. ix. 26, x. 3], xii. 20, Rom. viii. 5, et al. 
The particle is freq. used by John, and recurs, as- 
sociated with dw7A0e, at xx. 10, sine v. 1.: and 
yet the wéAw was very unlikely to be tnéer- 

in 213 of the MSS. (including 

DLM) and the moat weighty verss., such as 

the Pes. Syr., It., Vig., Cop., Ar., & A&th. verss., 
& Cyril. As to the Cod. B, it is absent fr. the 
seat of Mai, but with the remark that it is in 
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the m ; yet prob, at the end of a line and 
in the handwriting of the scribe himself, who 
thus supplied an unintentional omission. 

5. Xvyap has place in all the Lam. & Ser., 
and all the Mus. copies exc. 11838. 

For 6, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. od, fr. C!'DLMS 
& 30 curss. i add Lam. 1177, 88, Scr. 1, m, n, 
t, and a few Mus. copies] : and internal evidence 
is in its favour, since 6 prob. arose fr. the re- 
visers being unaware of the grammat] attraction. 

7. In addition to what I have remarked on 
wety and wiv, I would now observe that there 
is in reality no authority for wiy beyond D, and 
thai is placed in abeyance by the weiv of D at 
Mk. xiv. 25, xv. 23. Indeed, for wet itself the 
authority is in all the passages where it occurs 
very slender; though internal evidence is in its 
favour, and it may have been the original read- 
ing in those two passages of Mk. and that of 
John. But if so, the form was prob. used by 
Mk. & Joh. alone. As ts the wiv or wip, 
it is not an absolute barbarism, as Tis. may sup- 
pose (who has now abandoned it here and edited 
awety, wh. occurs also at 1 Cor. x.7 in DFG & 
Lam. 1195 there, and oe ix. 4), but a synco- 

form of wiacy (and that a contractn of the 
onic and Doric wiéai» oft occurring in Homer) : 
and it seems to have been a provincialism 
(Syrian Grk form); though its use might extend 
to the very late ordinary Greek generally (esp. 
pen - Hat in a very few ipoaal Gr. writers, as 
ucilius), in wh. it may have been a collogmialien, 
and as such well suited to an idiom like this, of 
Jamiliar address, in asking for water. 

13. The 6, wh. I have brackd, is cancd b 
Lo., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEFGHKLMSV 
and very many curss. [add all the Lam. copies 
exc. 117, all the Scr., & Mus. 1810, 5040, 
5731, 11836 & 8, 14744, 15581, 16943, 16184, 
17470, 17982, 19387, 19389]: and it was prob. 
introduced by the revisers fr. the scholiasts. 

14. For éyrioy, Ln., Tis, & Al. ed. -ces, 
fr. ABDLMA 1,98, 124, 131, 157, & 20 others 
[I add Lam. 1176, 78, 79, 87, 89, Scr. p, P, 
Mus. 5468, 5731, 17470, 17982, & a).], and 
several fathers, somewhat confirmed by internal 
evidence, so that it is prob. the true reading. 
See note tx/r. vi. 35. 

16. For +. dvdpa cov, Tis. & Al. read cov +. 
avépa, fr. B 69, 74, 248, 254, 32 Evang., 60 Ev. 
[add Lam. 528, 17773, Mus. 5468, 17982]. 
Internal evidence is equally balanced, s0 that ex- 
ternal being so scanty, the reading ie not en- 
titled to be adopted. 

20. I would now, with La., Tis., & Al., read 
éy +o Opes +., fr. almost all the uncials and 
very many cursives, exclusive of all the Lam. 
exc. 528, 1177, 88, 89, 93, all the Scr., and 
nearly all the Mus. copies; espy since internal 
evidence, being equally balanced, does not forbid 
the an 

21. e reading of BC!L, wicrevé jor, 
yévaz, occurs also in Lam. 528, but it seems a 
mere crit. emendn of style. See note on Lk. 
xxii. 57. As to wiorevs for wlorevooy, were 
there stronger authority for it, I wd adopt it, 
esp. since internal evidence is quite in ite 
favour. The form being found in Matt. 
xxiv. 23, B, Mk. x. 36, sine v. 1., xiii. 31, Lk. 
viii. 50, Joh. xii. 36, xiv. 1, was likely to be 
used here, where wierevcoy may have been a 
corrn of style by revisers who had in mind Acts 
xvi. 31, which is the only elsewh. in the 
N. T. where the form occurs. the Sept. it is 
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found at 2 Paral. xxxif. 15, Job xv. 31, Apocr. 
in Sirach xi. 20, xiii. 14, xix. 14, xxxii. 23. In 
fact, wierevooy occurs in the best class. writers ; 
mioreve and wrorevers never. 

27. I still reject i@avuaZov, and have little 
doubt that it arose fr. the corrn of critics, who 
thought the imperf. more suitable in sense, and 
hence adopted it, by a licence wh. they used, not 
to say abused, in many other passages, some of 
wh. may be seen in note on Mk, xii. 17. 

29. For wavra oaa, Tis. 2 read wavra 2, 
fr. BC! alone, with 4 It. copies & Orig. 1—a 
manifest crit. corrn, as Tis. prob. now sees, since 
he has restored w.o0a. The same false corrn 
has been elsewh. introduced, e. g. infr. v. 45 & 
xv. J4, 1 Cor. ii. 9. "Oca occurs oft with wavra 
in Lk., both in his Gosp. and in the Acts; inso- 
much that it seems a mere provincial (Syrian 
Greek) idiom, and hence was likely to be used 
by St. Paul as above, 1 Cor ii. 9. 

30. After é£7X6., Ln., Tis., & Al. canc. ov», 
fr. nearly all the uncials and, as Tis. reckons, 
100 curss.: to wh. add all the Lam. MSS. exc. 
1179—92, all the Scr. exe. k, 0, q, r, y, z, P, 
Mus. 5546, 5540, 5559, 16183 & 4, 14774, 
16943, 17470, 17982; and the state of the evi- 
dence as respects the existence of xai and of dé 
caste a shade on ovy, wh., however Johannean 
in its use, is prob. here not genuine. 

31. Notwithstanding that the dé here is, as I 
have shown, required by strict propriety of lan- 
guage, yet since St. John so freq. omits particles 
wh. almost all other writers would express, the 
6 here may be insititious; though the evidence 
that it ts, only BC*DL, is not sueh as to warrant 
its expungement. 

36. xai before 6 Oep. ia abe. fr. those MSS. 
wh. unite the 4éy with the following context: 
but it was prob. cancd as seeming superfluous, 
which is by no means the case, if én be taken 
with the ing context; and accordingly I 
wonder that Ln. shd have brackd, and Gries. & 
Tie. cancd it, espy on the ground that “ John 

. leaves out connective particles.” Be it so; 
but «ai is here not connective, but, as Lampe 
saw, ratiocinative and conclusive, and may best 
be rendered and 80 accordingly. 

Tis., Ln., & Al. cancel wai after fva, fr. 
BCLU & 3curss. But the word was prob. ex- 
punged by crities for the purpose of removing 
a pleonasm as invelved in the subsequent omou, 
and of preventing the too fregt repetition of 
«alin the same verse. Tis. seb, now sees the 
matter in this light, since he has restored the 
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39. “A for dea, ed. by Tis. 2, fr. BC1L, b, e, 
1, % Cop., is, as in the case of @ for dca supra 
v. Zin BC!, a mere crit. corrn to a more exact 
and class. term. The same corrn recurs tn/f. 
xv. 14in DLX, &c. See also | Cor. ii. 9, where 
Tis. 2 for doa edits &; though in his 3d ed. he 
restores Soa both there and here. 

42. Internal evidence may seem rather against 
the authenticity of 6 Xp:orde, wh. are by Tis. 
& Al. supposed to form a gloss. But surely 
none was needed, nor are the words properly 
euch: they might rather be thought to be an 
additamenium derived fr. echoliasts, Yet why 
the scholiasts shd bring it forward, it is not easy 
to see. As to internal evidence, there is another 
aspect in wh. the genuineness of the words is 
more probable than the reverse. They might 
in a few copies have been, as Matthei supposes 
removed by the Alexn critics as redundant an 


JOHN IV. 27—82. 


better away, since thus the termination of the 
passage of vv. 5—A2, forming an ecclesiastical 
ectio, might to Greek ears a plea- 
santer and sound weightier, and so be better 
adapted to liturgical purposes. And this is con- 
firmed by the fact that éwo of five copies, which 
alone are without the words, are 1onaries, 
But it wd seem they are the only lectionaries 
that are without them. As to No. 69, the 
Leicester MS., Mr. Scrivener's collation of that 
MS. shows that they are there. That the words 
shd be absent in two alone of the lectionaries is 
no wonder, since Mr. Scr. has remarked, as I 
have also done, that in other cases some lec- 
tionaries omit 2 or 3 words wh. are in all the 
rest. This esp. happens when the words are at 
the close of a lectio, where the framers of the 
lectiones thought it desirable that the lectio shd 
conclude wsthout the words. 

43. Al. has now removed the brackets wh. he 
had placed at xai dw7\0ev, and thinks the 
words were lost by ho ; which, however, 
cannot be the case, since otherwise éxeiQey 
would also have been lost. 

45. For a, Tis. & Al. read Sea, fr. ABCL & 
10 ancient cures. [add Mus. 5468, 5559, 16184, 
17982], Orig. 5, Cyr., & Chrys., confirmed by 
internal evidence, as will appear fr. notes supr. 
v. 29 & 39, and infr. xv. 14, insomuch that I am 
now disposed to recetve the reading. 

ere is here a certain perplexity occa- 
sioned by the state of the evidence as to the 
positn of the words 6 ’Incovs, wh. may justify 
some doubt as to their genuineness. ternal 
authority, strengthened by the Lam., Ser., & 
Mus. copies, is decidedly in favour of the positn 
wah. o l#o., wh. I have, with Gr. & Sch., ed. 
Internal evidence may indeed be urged both for 
and against : the words might be lost by variety 
of positn; or that variety might be occasioned 
by interpolation fr. the echoliasts and the Lat. 
verss.; but the external evidence of only 14 
MSS. is at any rate insufficient to authorize the 
cancelling. 

50. I cannot yet exclude, with Tis. & Al., the 
xai on such very slender authority as BD and 
the It. & Vig., & Pers.-Pol. verss. The Syr. 
verss. have the particle. I suspect that the ex- 
ea Pee was as oft formed or suggested by 
the Lat. copies, though it might be d over 
by inadvertence of scribes, the «ai, expressed 
by abbrevn, being oft lost in a place where one 
shd not expect it, as here, where a class. writer 
wd have written éwiarevce 62 (asin MS. L & 
Scr. s): but in the Hellenistic idiom the xai so 
used.is continuative in respect of time, connecting 
clauses in the order of time, eq. to Lat. deinde. 

I have just after admitted o before ‘Ina., on 
the strongest authority, strengthened by almost 
all the Lam. & Scr. and all the best of the Mus. 
copies, and confirmed by internal evidence, the 
6 being, it seems, absorbed in the preceding es. 
For évavr., at v. 51, Iam now inclined to 
read, with La., Tis., & Al., bwayr., fr. BCDKL 
and, Tis. eae, 20 cures. [add Lam. 1193, Scr. p, 
qe Mus. 5785, et al.j. The evang. was more 
ikely to use it since, as Al. says, it is elsewh. 
employed by him: yet only thrice,—and he 
mie surely use dwar. once. 

2. For rap’ abrav ri Spav, Thy Sp. wap. 
atr.is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ACDKU & 
10 curss. {add Scr. p, w, 6 Ital. copies, and the 
Vig.]; and Al. pronounces the order in ¢. rec. to 
be “‘a corrn to bring the governed case nearer to 
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the verb.” But that it shd, on so slight a ground, 
have got into all the copies exc. 16, is far less 
credible than that in those copies the varied order 
shd have been introduced either trxadvertently 
—prob. fr. wap” avrwy being first omitted, as 
in B, and then brought in at a wrong place—or 
introduced deliberately in order to give more 
prominence to &pay, and also as suggested by 
the It. & Vig. verss. Hence, too, éxslyny is 
added in B. 

For xés, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éx@és, fr. 
ABICDKL. But external evidence is insuffi- 
cient, and internal unfavourable, since that Gis 
for éx@is shd have got into all the MSS. exc. 
six is incredible. ence t. rec. ought to be 
retained here, as also at Acts vii. 28 and Heb. 
xiii. 8, where see my notes. However, as respects 
internal evidence on the question which word was 
the likeliest to be used by Lk. & Mk., nothing 
decisive can be urged. Of the 2 forms x@ie & 
éy@ie, the first was the earlier, as found in 

om. Hymn, and then lengthened for euphony 
and by poetical licence to éy@is, adopted by old 
Attic writers fr. Aristoph. & Plato downwards ; 
though both forms are not unfreqy found in the 
Sept. The rougher form was doubtless always 
retained in the ordinary Greek dialect, and was 
the likelier to be used in the provincial & Syrian 
Gr., and thus came to be employed by St. Luke 
& St. Paul. 


Vv. ee am now less eines than before to 
rd the 7 as genuine, at it is a very ancient 
pendix cannot be doubted, as may be argued 
fr. its being found in most of the ancient curss. 
as well as uncials, and recognized in the Cop. & 
Sah. verss. External evidence adduced for it is 
very considerable, namely, CEFLM & 50 curss. 
(I add Lam. 1175, 78, 79, 92, 93, Scr. h, i, 1, m, 
D, p, q, r, Vv, w, and 8 of the most ancient Mus. 
copies]. As to internal, it is almost equally 
anced, though rather verging against it, since 
% most prob. arose fr. the nv being written ab- 
jatim, wh. thus might engender 7, and wd 
he readily caught up by those many expositors 
who fr. Iren. down to Jacks. and Bp. Middl. 
have regarded the feast in question as the pass- 
over ; or even by those who supposed it to be 
the pentecost, in wh. cases the : would be very 
suitable. See Lk. ii. 41, Joh. vi. 4, vii. 2, xiil. 
1. Butif the 4 be noé genuine, we are not jus- 
tified in supposing the to be meant, 
much less any one of the other feasts supposed 
by expositors; not even the feast of Purim just 
before the passover, for the reasons urged by 
Al. Nor need we stumble at the zon-mention 
of the particular feast here meant, since, as 
Al. remarks, “it is quite in accordance with 
Jobn’s practice elsewh. of mentioning nothin 
that does not concern his subject-matter;” an 
hence, at any rate, no reason need be given 
why St. John does not name the feast, though 
he mi a allude to it. Tis. 3 has, I mas ex- 
the 7, regarding it as an interpolation 
prcecedin fr. those who wished the passover 
to be understood, and thinking a specification 
necessary ; which, however, is not the case. 

5. After doOeveia, Tis. & Al. insert avrov, 
fr. BC!DL & 6 or 7 cures. [add Scr. 8), It., Vig., 
Cop., Sah., & Arm. vwv., Cyr. & Chrys. But 
it seems to be the additamentum of 2 critic who 
thought the pronoun required,—not aware that 
it is implied in the art., and hence not ill ea 

in some ancient and modern versions. 
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8. For fye:pa:, Ln, Tis., & AL read ivyscps, 
fr. ABCDEFGHKLMA & very many curss., 
to wh. I can add Lam. 528, 1176, 79, 89, 92, 93, 
Ser. i, k, 0, v, w, x, Mus. 5540, $731, 1810, 
5468, 5559, 14743, 15581, 16184, 16943, 17470, 
19389. But although strong external authority 
May seem to warrant its adoption here, on the 

rinciple wh. I have pro puiled in my note on 
att. ix. 5 (as also on Lu. v. 23, 24, & vi.8 & 
notes), yet internal evidence is rather in favour 
of éye:pat, our evangelist being very likely 
to use that peculiar form (one of Hellenistic 
and ordinary Gr.), since he seems to have done 
so at Rev. xi. 1, though there, as here, external 
evidence seems to clash with internal,—so, how- 
ever, that infernal evidence rather preponde- 
rates for &yerpac, from the greater probability 
of that being altered to gye:pse than the reverse. 
In this and the four following verses, there is 
great reason to think that for cpéSBarov, kp a- 
Savrvov is the true spelling, it being feund in 
almost all the uncial, and very many cursive 
copies, exclus. of the great body of the Lam., 
Scr., and Mus, copies, both here and at Mk. ii. 
4, 9, 11, 12, where see notes. 

li. Both 3: 6 & 6 de, inserted before dw- 
expiOn, however supported by ancient uncials, 
and the former edited by Ln., are alike mere 
additamenta, by wh. is destroyed the chief 
characteristic of the evangelist’s style, namely, 
the Asyndetun. Great, however, as that is, it 
has been occasionally increased by carelessness 
of scribes. Thus at the next verse I cannot 
agree with T. & A. in cancelling oty on such 
slender authority as BD & Evang. 7, Scr. p. It 
seems to have been at first accidentally lost by 
the scribe copying from a MS. which had 4pw- 
vtwy (and the words, or at least the denses, are 
oft interchanged in MSS.), and thus the ovv 
might be absorbed in the -wy. As to the words 
at v. 12, roy «paB. cou after apoy, cancd by 
Tis. & Al., fr. BC'L & Sah. ver., they may 
have been, as Al. pronounces, interpolated fr. 
v. 8, 11: yet there is no external evidence that 
they were, and internal is unfavourable, since it 
is more likely that in those 3 MSS. the words 
were expunged in order to remove a tautology, 
than that they were’ inserted fr. the preceding 
context in all the copies but 3, and all the verss, 
exc. the Sah. 

14. For ri cot, Ln., Tis., & Al. read cof re, 
fr. ABCGHLMSVAA and Mit many curas, 
[add Lam. 1177 & 87, 88, 89, 92, 93, Scr. h, k, 0, 
X, y]; and internal evidence being in its favour, 
it may be the genuine reading. 

15. For dunyyetAs, Tis. & Al. read elwe, fr. 
CL & 4 curss.: and Al. pronounces dunyy. “a 
corm to sense.” But that such shd have found 
ita way into all the copies exc. 6, is far less 
probable than that in those 6 a more stmple term 
was preferred by revisers, suggested prob. by the 
Syr. & Cop. verss., in wh. dyjyy. is rendered 
by a free version. 

16. of ’lovd. rév "Ine. (for t. rec. tov “Ine. 
oi Tovd.) is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDLU 
33, 69 [add Scr. s], It. & Vig. But internal 
evidence is against the reading, wh. seems an 
arbitrary change of positn for the better, sug- 
gested by that rae in the Lat. verss. The 
words xai i{yjrovy avroy dwoxretvat are cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDL 1, 22, 23, 69, 
249, It., Cop., & Arm. verss., with Chrys. & 
Cyr.: omitted, says Al., “‘in order to justify 
v. 18 (i. 6. what was said at v. 18).” But thet 
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needed no justification. The words may have 
been interpolated fr. v. 18, yet cus bono? They 
were more prob. expunged in those few copies 
as thought superfluous here. 

or Yycovra:, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit Ys- 
cove, fr. BDL & 22, 33, 346, 347 [add Ser. 
z], and internal evidence is in its favour, from its 
being the far less usnal form, and therefore more 
likely to be the genuine reading. Certain it is 
that this ancient form (prob. always lingering 
in the usage of ordinary life) occurs in the Alex. 
copies at Mk. v. 23, Lk. x. 28, Joh. vi. 51, 57, 
xiv. 9, 2 Cor. xiii. 4, James iv. 15. 

30. I am now less inclined to exclude ratpoe 
(though to the 6 uncials and 12 cures. adduced, 
I can for its absence add Scr. h, 0, p, w), since 
it oft occurs elsewh. with wéuys. in this Gospel, 
e.g. vi. 39, 40, xiv. 24: and yet in all those pas- 

it is abs. fr. some ancient copies; and 
hence the reading may be said here to form an 
epen question. 

35. I am now disposed to read, with L., T., & 
A., dyad: a Oivac, because of the overpowering 
external authority in its favour, confirmed by 
all the Lam. copies exc. 1178, all the Scr., and 
all the ancient Mus. copies. Internal evidence, 
however, is rather in favour of -ag@yvat, for 
though dyaAArdopxar oft occurs in N. T., and 
very oft in the Sept. (neither of them howr in 
the class. writers), yet that the form of 1 aor. 
pass. in mid. refl. sense, dyaAXcacOnvat, fr. 
éyad\AaZouae, did exist is certain from dyaA- 
AraLerar, oft occg in the Sept. That St. John 
alone shd use that uncommon form (prob. of 
Alexn. and perhaps provincial (Syrian) Greek), 
is not improbable, since he uses not a few such. 

37. For auros, Tis. & Al. read éxstvos, fr. 
BL & It.a. External evidence, however, is in- 
sufficient, and not compensated by internal, 
since it is far less likely that éxetvoe should have 
been changed to avros in all the copies but 
2, than that in those 2 aurdc should have 
been corrected by critics to what they thought 
the more suitable term. 

38. iv bu. wév. is ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BL 
], 13, 33, 194 {add Scr. fi 4 It. MSS., Vig., 
with Athan. & Cyr. : but it seems a mere corrn 
of position by critics, 5 ted by the It. & 
Vig., and confined to a small, but very exclusive 
class of MSS., the unmixed Alexn. 

39. Tis. 3 brings in here & vii. 52, 1 Pet. i. 
10, 1 Cor. ii. 10, Rev. ii. 23, the peculiar spell- 
ing ip auy., fr. the most ancient uncials, ABC!T, 
but no curss. It occurs several times in the 
Alex. MS. of the Sept. ; but very rarely in Vat. 
B (the only ex. I can note is in Prov. xx. 27), 
and never, I think, in the rest of the copies—if 
at least we may trust the collators, which, how- 
ever, I am not disposed to do; and I suspect 
that when the MSS. are thoroughly collated, not 
a few exx. of this Alexn., and perhaps Syr. Gr. 
form (likely to be used by the sacred writers), 
sph be found in the MSS., a lma manu at 
east. 


VI. 2. 1 cannot yet consent to cancel avrov, 
though abs. fr. ABDEKLSA & (Tis. says) 20 
curss. [I add Lam. 1777, Scr. i, p, w], because 
internal evidence is adverse, since it was far Jess 
likely to have been, as Al. avers, “ brought in 
fr. supr. ii. 23,” in all the copies exc. 32, than in 
those few to have been partly lost by careless- 
ness of scribes, and partly removed by critics as 
superftuous, which is their wont in the case of 


pronouns, esp. in gextt., and particy in the in- 
stance of auvrov. So in Matt. ii, (2, xiv. 12, 
15, 22, xv. 12, xvi. 5, xvii. 10, xviii. 25, xix. 
10, xx. 6, xxiv. 45, xxvi. 8, 65, xxvii. 64, et al. 
sep. Here there seemed to the critics a sort of 
pleonasm. 

5. robs 68. 6 ’Ino., ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
fr. ABDKLM & 12 curss. [add Scr. h, 0, p, w, 
Mus. 5559], many verses. & Cyr., may have 
been the original positn of the words: but far 
more external authority and stronger internal 
evidence are necessary to show that it was. In 
short, the reading seems a crit. corrn to bring 
the two parts of the phrase iw. robs dpUad. 
into closer connexion, in order to promote com- 
pactness of expression. 

The réy before @:X. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDLAA & 2 curss. only—very insuffi- 
cient authority, and not confirmed by internal 
erent: as Tis. now sees, who has restored the 
word. 

On further considern I am induced to 
adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., dyopijacpey, fr. 
ABDEFGHLMSAA & very many curss. [to 
wh. I can add all the Lam. exc. 3, Scr. i, k, p, q, 
r, 8, t, v, w, x, Mus. 5550, 5559, et al.]; and in- 
ternal evidence confirms strong external, —ow- 
pev being the more difficult reading (and hence 
more likely to be altered) as consisting in a 
peculiar, perhaps provincial, use of the subjunct., 
on wh. see note on Lk. iii. 10. 

9. I would now adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
és, for 6, fr. ABDJGUA & 15 eure lous Lam. 

176, 78, 87, Scr. y, P, Mus, 5559, 16183], con- 
firmed by internal evidence. Tis. 3 has restored 
the ¥v, wh. he had, with Al., removed, fr. BDL 
& 15 curss. [add Lam. 1777, Scr. w], with some 
Ital. copies & Gr. fathers,—manifestly a cor- 
recn of the Grecism by critics who thought it 
superfiuous, whereas it has force, gq. d. 
‘* There is a single lad (one only) here.” Comp. 
Matt. xxi. 19, cuxjy piav, “one solitary fig- 
tree,” graphicé. 

10. I am now disposed, for dvéwecov, to 
edit, with Tis., —ay, fr. almost all the ancials 
& 20 curss., excl. of Lam. 1176, 77, 89, 92, 93, 
Scr. h, k, v, H, P, Mus. 16183, 19469, 5787 (an 
uncial); and internal evidence is quite in its 
favour, from its being a form doubtless in fre- 
quent use by the writers of N. T., but mostly 
obliterated by the revisers of the middle ages. 

11. I am now disposed to cancel, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., the words ol 32 pad. Tote avax., 
abs. fr. ABL 1, 33, 118, 254 [add Scr. p, w, 
Mus. 5540], since internal evidence compensates 
for slenderness of external, the words being 
prob. introduced fr. || Mk. 

13. swepiccevoe may be, as Tis. & Al. sup- 
pee a gramml corrn for -cay, found in BD & 

cures.: but, considering the fewness of the 
copies, it seems rather an error of scribes, who 
oft confound a and e. 

15. The 2d avrdy is cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. 
ABL & 4 curss., Orig., & Cyr.: but in so few 
copies it seems rather removed by critics to pre- 
vent the needless repetition of the pronoun. 
The case is different with wa\p after dveyosp., 
wh. is abs. fr. 10 uncials & very many curas., 
excl. of all the Lam. exc. one, all the best Scr., 
and all the Mus. copies of any weight, with Syr., 
Cop., Sah. verss., & Orig.; and it is caned b 
Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. It may have been, as 
supposes, “ brought in fr. v. 3:” but consider- 
ing that wéAuy is very oft omitted, and not un- 
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- transposed, both those causes may have 
poi to roduce the omisston here; and its 
presence in 


of the most ancient uncials, & man 
ancient cursives, attests its ponuinen whic 
Tis. now recognizes, since he has in ed. 3 restored 
the word. 

18. deayerp., for deny., ed. by Tis. & AL., fr. 
BGLV & 5 curses. [add 2 Scr. & 4 Mus copies], 
seems & mere corm of the later-Greek to the 
class. form. The temporal augment oft occurs 
in the N. T. & the Sept. in the instance of the 
stnple verb, but rarely in that of the compound. 
Accordingly internal evidence as well as exter- 
nal is in favour of the t. rec., wh., teste Maio, is 
also found in B. 

21. For +ré wXoiov ivyévero, tyéivero +d 
aw Xvtov, ed. by Lu., Tis, & AL, fr. ABGL 
i, 33, 69, 124, & many It. & Vig. copies [add 
Scr. y], seems a mere crit. corrn of position. 

éxetvo after &y is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABL 1, 1], 42, 157, 265, & many It. 
copies, with Vig., Goth., Cop., Pers., Aith. & Ar. 
verss. It may have come fr. tie schol., but surely 
wd hardly have got into all the copies exc. 9; it 
may rather be supposed a crit. corrn for com- 
pression ; though thus the Hellenistic fulness of 
expression, wh. attests its genuineness, is lost. 
Tis. has now restored the 2d wiordp., before 
altered by him to wAotoy, with Ln. & Al., and 
evinces the force of internal evidence in its favour 
as follows: “ fluctuat etiam wAo:dpra, v. 23, non 
item wAoitoy, v.17 & 21. Eo magis nostro loco 
x Xoitoy se commendabat, quoniam ad idem navi- 
gium respicitur de quo vv. 17 & 21 relatum 
est.” 


24. The ody here is resumptive of the constrn, 
wh. had been interrupted by the parenthetic 
portion, and may be rendered szquam, I say; a 
sense which it oft bears both in N. T. (of wh. 
see exx. in my Lex.) and in the class. writers. 

For wdoia, Ln. & Tis. 2 read wAordpia, fr. 
BDL 33, 69, 249, 254, 259, 269, al., It. & Vlg. 
veres.; while Al. retains wAota, wh. Tis. 3 
restores, well remarking: ‘‘ Preter cap. nos- 
trum wAo.dp. non legitur nisi xxi. 8, Me. iii. 9, 
& iv. 36; wAocitoy vero fere septuagies.” 

25. I have brackd «ai before avroy, wh. Ln., 
Tis., & Al. cancel, fr. ABDEFGHKLVAA & 
Pag l curse. [I can add almost all the Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies}: and internal evidence is not 
against the removal. 

35. dé after elwev is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BLT 113 [add Scr. w] & some verss.; and 
internal evidence is quite agatnst the word, for 
which DF & 15 cures. [add Lam. 1177, 79] 
read otv,—and since the double reading seems to 
intimate two modes of supplying a phe which 
seemed to the critics necessary, | would now, 
with Ln., bracket the word. The circumstance 
that the Pes. Syr. & Ital. a, b, © are without 
a particle, confirms the original absence of both 


dé and ob». 

For ee , Tis. 3 edits diprioat, fr. AB!D 
HLTA 25 curss. [add Lam. 1]77, 78, 79, 
Ser. p, y, H, P, Mus. 5559, 11838, 16184, 17982, 
De Hiny 1, om. by Wets.], and internal evi- 
dence may seem to confirm external, the fut. 
indic. being the rarer construcn, and occurring 
supr. iv. 14, on good evidence: yet the sudy. aor. 
ie more usual (see Buttm., Kuhbn., and Winer, 
Gr. Gr.), and was quite as likely to be used by 
Jn., as occurring elsewh. in his Gospel, and twice 
or thriee in Revel. But for the circumstance 
that the fut. indic. form occurs not unfreq. in 


137 


N. T., and also in the Sept., one might suppose 
it a crit. correcn to more polished construcn. 
See Saph. El. 1052, of col ph meOdWouac: 
Aristoph. Ran. 508, ob ur oe wepidouat: 
Hoot. iii. 62, ob ay dvaBrAacrioa. But the 
sense being not the same in the Scrip. as in the 
class. writers, makes a difference. In N. T. & 
Sept., ov ui with subjunct. tntensius negat, but 
with fut. ind. is only an emphatic assertion, 
sometimes by way of earnest assurance in refer- 
ence to what is future, which force would here 
be quite suitable. Yet there is no good reason 
to disturb diyWioy, for reasons wh. will appear 
fr. notes on Matt. x. 23, xv. 5, xvi. 28, Lk. ix. 
27. Besides, one cannot but feel an objection to 
Seirrjoast here on the score of the blending of both 
constructions, the fut. and the subj. aor. ; though 
exx. do occur at Lk. xxii. 30, and Rev. iii. 9, 
yet even there we have, as here, a variation of 


ahr 2 

38. For éx, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dd, fr, 
ABLT & 5 curss.; and Al. supposes the éx 
adopted fr. v. 33, 41. But it is more prob. that 
dwo was a crit. corrrz, such as oft occurs elsewh. ; 
though sometimes the reverse is found, so that 
the reading might be an open question, were not 
external authority for dad too strong to be 
overborne by internal evidence when as preca- 
rious. 

39. warpos, after us, is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABLT 13, 33, 69, 124, 254 [add 
Mus. 5598, Athan., Chrys.], and since its 
genuineness may be doubted, I would bracket 
the word. 

40. For rouvro é2, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
tovro yap, fr. ABCDKLV &, Tis. says, 30 
curss. [add Lam. 1175, Scr. 0, p, 8, Mus. 5468, 
5559], with Syr., It., & Vlg. verss., & some Gr. 
fathers. But it seems a mere crit. corrn to 
remove a tautology with the beginning of v. 39, 
At the next words, for rou wéiuwWaytos pe, Ln., 
Tis., & Al. read rou warpde pou, fr. BCDLTU 
& 9 curss., with Syr., Sah., & It. verss., Clem., 
Athan., & Chrys. once. But this too seems a crit. 
corrn introduced for the same reason as the one 
just before, and so contrived as to entirely re- 
move tautology. The critics, however, need 
not have stumbled so much at what they thought 
the inelegant repetition of the words Tu win. 
se, since such verbosity is characteristic of our 
evangel. comp iv. 34, v. 80, 37, vi. 44, vii. 16, 
28, 33, viii. 26, 29, xii. 44, 45), and is here the 
less to be scrupled at as forming an apt designa- 
tion of the august leyate of the Father, even 
“the Sun sent.’ 

I would now receive, with L., T., & A., é 
before ty icy., fr. ADKLSU &, Tis. says, 35 
curss., excl. of Lam. 1175—88, Scr. h, i, 0, q, r, 
v, and a few Mus. copies. The preposition is 
almost always used elsewh. in this Gosp. and 
the other books of N. T.; and was only expunged 

by some shallow critics for the purpose 
of removing a tautology; though by others the 
éy was untouched, but expunged at eee ; 
while others, again, as we find fr. BOEGHLTU 
TAA &, as Tis. reckons, 60 curss., expunged 
the +7 at eack verse, as if it were not the rede, 
instead of the exception, for this evang. and 
the other sacred writers to ase the preposn. 

42. ovyi, for ov«, found in BT, is evidently 
@ mere crit. corrn of style; as to the vu» for obv 
just after ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. BCT, it may be 
(what Al. affirms it to be) “a crit. corrn from 
misunderstanding the force or applicability of 

T 


138 


the particle,” if at least we can suppose yu to 
be used as at Acts xii. 1] and xxii. 16, in the 
sense now then or therefore. But the diction of 
John is very different from that of Lk. & Paul; 
and taking this into considern, with the extreme 
slenderness of the external evidence for the 
reading, one can hardly do otherwise than reject 
it. 


i 

45. rou after Oeov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al, fr. all the uncials and the great bulk of the 
curss., to which I can add nearly all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies, and its removal is called 
for alike by external authority and by internal 
evidence. 

The ovv after was, wh. I have brackd, is 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDKLST & 8 
cures. [add Lam. 1177, 93, Scr. x, y], and in- 
ternal evidence is so much against it, that it may 
be removed. 

46. For ris éup., wp. Tis, ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCDLT 33, It, Vig., & Orig., is a 
mere corrn of position, prob. suggested by the 
Lat. copies, 

47. els éué are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BLT, 
Arm. : and Tis. & Al. suppose the words derived 
fr. supr. v. 35 and in/r. vii. 38, xi. 25, where 
there is no var. lect. And, indeed, wiaredw is 
oft used in the absolute constrn, but not eleewh. 
by St. John, at least, in the /uw/ sense, here re- 
quired, wh. cannot dispense with the important 
words els éus—words, indeed, tnplted 1n the 
subseq. ones, éyw alu: o dpros tHe Cone, wh. 
ought not to have been separated by a period aft. 
alwyroy and made tocommence a fresh verse, since 
what is here said is closely connected with the 
foregoing verse, being, as Lampe says, “ a repeti- 
tion of the argument by which Jesus had sought 
to bring the Jews to have faith in Christ;” and 
hence it will serve as an introduction to vv. 49, 
50, 51, wh. form a confirmation of the proposition 
in the foregoing context. 

49, I cannot yet adopt the position év +7 ép. 
vd u., ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BODT, 3 
copies of the It. and 3 or 4 of Vlg., with Orig., 
Euseb., & Chrys., since it seems one of the 
numerous arbitrary changes of position intro- 
duced by the early critics and revisers. The t. 
rec. is found in all the MSS. exc. 4, and is con- 
firmed by the most weighty veres., and it well 
satisfies the purpose of the words, which, as 
Beng. remarks, was to rebut on the Jews the 
very words they had used (supr. v. 31): and 
hence the change of juwy into ducey with an 
emphasis, implying comparison between the per- 
sons who perished in the desert and themselves, 
such of them at least as were disbelieving. 

51. The words dy éyw éwow (the second time 
are caned by Tis., fr. BCDLT 33, 157 [ad 
Lam. 1179], with the It., Sah., A&th., Orig., 
Ath., & Cyril; but retained by Ln. & Al. rightly, 
since internal evidence quite confirms the 
atrongest external (consisting of all the MSS. 
but eight, further supported by the Syr., Vig., 
Arab., Pers., and some other verss.), inas- 
much as (observe Meyer & Al.) “the ab- 
breviated sentence is not in John’s man- 
ner, whereas the repetition is quite so.” As 
to the mode of accounting for the loss of the 
words propounded by Al. (derived fr. Matthzi), 
though it might be admitted in the case of any 
other MSS , it cannot well in the case of BCDL, 
the character of wh. copies makes it almost cer- 
tain that the words were not (ost accidentally, 
but removed by critics who regarded the worl: 
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ing as overloaded. Yet there is, properly speak- 
ing, no vain repetition at all, for though the 
same words occur twice, yet it is with two 
different applications, one to the bread, the other 
to the flesh ;—ond hence to remove the words is 
to leave the wording quite defective. Add to 
this that the /atter member is required to be fully 
developed even more than the former, being 
required by the augustness of the subject, namely, 
the death and passion of Christ our Saviour for 
the salvation of men. And it was necessary 
that this should be made as full and prominent 
as possible, otherwise 7 d:douévy might have 
sufficed. In short, it is plain that this passage 
Kal 0 apros—Cwns is a novus sermonts US, 
as Beng. remarks, intended to make the image 
still stronger by yet more figurative language sub- 
joined for further illustration, and accordingly in- 
troduced by xai—éé, verumetiam. Render, ‘‘ but 
also, nay, more, the bread which I shall give ism 
flesh, which I will give for the life of the world.” 
Tis. 3 has, on further consideration, and on better 
second thoughts, restored the words. 

I am now, for the reasons given in note 
supr. v. 39 and 40, induced to admit, with Sch., 
Ln., & Tis., év before éoy., fr. several uncial 
and very many curs. MSS. [add Lam. 528, 
1175, 77, 87, 93, mh s, t, v, W, Z, Mus. 1810, 

, 17982.) 


5468, 5559, 5731, 11 

57. For Gijesra:, Ynoes, ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BCKLT & 15 curss. [add Scr. p, w], 
with Orig., Euseb., & Cyr., was prob. the 
original reading. The Yrices at next v. is more 
strongly attested, being found in most of the 
uncials [add B, teste Mato] and very many curss., 
exclus. of Lam. 1175, 92, Scr. i, k, 0. q, r, ¥, z, 
H, Mus. 5731, 5598, 11838, 16184, 17470, 
19387. See note supr. v. 25. 

58. é& odpavov, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCT (only), seems a mere crit. corrn (to impart 
compactness of expression), suggested by sepr. i. 
32, sine v.1. Comp. ] Cor. xv. 37, 2 Pet. i. 8. 
Elsewh., however, John uses ix tou ovpavoy in 
his Gosp., and in Revel. invariably: then why 
not here ? 

‘Yuaw after ol war. is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BCLT alone: but wrongly, since it is re- 
quired by the ducy supr. vi. 49, where the ex- 
pression is. as I have shown, highly significant, 
and hence likely to be repeated here. Besides, 
ol watépes, with the ellip. of the pron. implied, 
occurs no where in this Gospel, nor, I think, 
any where else in the Scriptures; though in the 
class. writers not“unfrequently. Td uavva is 
cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. CDLT 33, It. e, Cop. 
& Sah. verss., & Orig. But the authority is in- 
sufficient, and not compensated by internal evi- 
dence in its favour, since it is far lese likely that 
the words shd have been obfruded into all the 
copies exc. 5, than that, from the harsh brevity 
of the wording, the conetrn shd have been im- 
ee y understood, and thus the words have 

en removed. There exists a not dissimilar 
anomaly, and the same elliptical use of xaGess 
by St. John at 3 Joh. 3 (where see my note) 
and Mk. xv.8. It was the non-perception of the 
true constrn (wh. consists in taking 76 mudrva 
pointed off, and put by apposition with the elli 
tical dv preceding), and the removal of the words 
+d «4. out of the right place, which caused much 
of the misconception that arose. 

- 0 Adyos ovros, ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al., 
fr. BCDKLT & 15 curss. [add Ser. 0, pw, Mus 
5540), may have been the original position : but 
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more probably only one of the many capricious 
alterns of position, intended for improvement, by 
the Alexn critics. 

63. AeAadAnxa, ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. 
BCDKLTU & many curss. [add Scr. p, w, Mus, 
1810, 5540), with many fathers, from Orig. 
downwards (add Ammon. ap. Caten. in Joannem |, 
is prob. the true reading, and t. rec. a mere 
altern of revisers arising fr. their misunder- 
standing the force of the perf. tense. 

65. ov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & AL, fr. 
BC!DLT & 3 cures. [add Mus. 1179, 87, 88), 
and some Ital. copies: and internal evidence is 
rather against it, but not so as to warrant the 
exclusion of the word. 

68. otv after dwexp., cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BOKLA & 12 curss. [add Lam. 1175, 
78, Scr. i, p, w, z, Mus. 5559, 11836, 16183), 
and the It. ver., with several fathers, may be 
genuine, but would rather seem to have been 
introduced fr. scheliasts and verss. 

69. o dytos for 6 Xpiords 6 vids Tov Gaou, 
ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BC!DL [Ser. h, x], 
has internal evidence somewhat in its favour ; 
and the t. rec. may have been brought in fr. 
Matt. xv. 16, but surely would not have come 
into all the copies exc. six, and the reading of 
B, &c., is liable to other objections, wh. I have 
already alleged. The two words tov {wvros 
are cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BCDL & 7 
cures. [add Scr. h, x}: and internal evidence 
being adverse (from their having prob. been 
inserted fr. Matt. xvi. 16), 1 would now double- 
bracket them. 

71. dueAAzv, edited by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCKLU & 45 curss. {add Lam. 1175, 79, $3, 
Scr. k, 1, m, n, 0, p, q, r, t, Ww], may be the true 
reading ; but the question is one of doubtful dis- 
utation, though turning rather in favour of 
Ras\Vae. See Tis. supr. vi. 6. 

For ’Ioxapimrnv, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
—rov, fr. BCGL & 2 curss.—very slender au- 
thority, and not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, though Tis. alleges: ‘“ Multo verisimi- 
lius est id quod Johanni proprium est, ad modum 
reliquorum mutatum esse, quam CLAwVOS 
aliena manu accommodatum loxapierny scrip 
turam. Minime vero scripturam nostram impedit 
xiv. 22, ubi quum lovdas absque otuwvos ponat, 
ipsum Judam dicit Iscariotem, ut haud dubie 
solebat dici; quemadmodum, addito patris no- 
mine, quod esset a Carioth aptissime cum isto 
conjungit.” 

or a’roy wapaé., the Pag lg at auTi, 

ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. BCDL & 2 curss., 

geems a mere arbitrary change of positn, sug- 
by the Lat. copies. 

The wy before ix is expunged by Ln. & AL, 
fr. BCDL [add Scr. oh but wrongly, since in- 
ternal evidence, as well as external, is adverse, 
inasmuch as dy might be readily removed, not 
eo much to suit Matt. xxvi. 47, as by way of im- 
provement of style; which is far more prob. than 
that it was inserted fr. Mk. xiv. 43. 


VII. 1. The text laid down by Ln. & Tis, 
wal pera rT. Wepiewara o Ino. ev T. Ved., fr. 
BCDGKLX & 20 curss. [excl. of Scr. i, w, Mus. 
5540, 5559, 11836, 16183], is rejected by Al. on 
the score of its being a mere conformation to 

r. iii. 22, v. |, i which is highly impro- 
bable. Be that gs it may, internal evidence 
confirms external ip favour of t. rec., which, it 
seems, got into confjsion at an early period, and 
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afterwards experienced further tampering, owing 
to the influence of the lectionaries, fr. which came 
ne Deca of the pera ravra in several 


3. For Bewoiiowo, Tis. & Al. edit —ovew, 
fr. DLMA & 2 curss., regarding the t. rec. as “a 
mere gramml corrn.” It may have been 80; 
but —couvoty may in those six copies rather have 
been an error of scribes, who oft confound w and 
ov, and such permutations oft occur in DLA. 

At the 2nd cou there are 2 varr. lectt. In B 
cou is placed before ra épya; but in DG & 20 
curss., excl. of about 10 Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies, also It., Sah., & Syr., Pes. & Cur., with 
Bas., Cyr., & Chrys., there is an omission of the 
cov. Both, however, seem mere emendations 
of critics, who thought, some of them, that two 
gou's overloaded the constrn, and that the first 
would be better away; while others thought 
that the flaw of construcn might be sufficiently 
remedied by aliering the position of the latter 
cou, so as to prevent a sort of tautology ; while 
others sought to effect the purpose by supply- 
ing the lacs of the 2nd cov by av = Le 
after a, by which they fancied there was a 
smartness imparted. But t. rec. is quite in the 
manner of the evangelist, and best suited to the 
anguege of common life. 

8. The first radrny is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BDKLTX & 15 curss. [add Lam, 1175}, 76, 
Ser. p, w, Mus. 5540], but wrongly, since it is 
far less likely to have been, as ‘Al. pronounces, 
“a conformation to the following,” than an 
omission, the purpose of which was to remove a 
tautology. 

For o}ww, I am now, by more exactly 
balancing external and internal evidence, in- 
clined to adopt ov«, though only supported by 
DKM 17, 33, 38, to wh., however, I can add 
Scr. p & 7 MSS. of Chrys., referred to by 
Matthewi, confirmed by 4 Ital. copies, the Pes. 
Syr., Vig., & Cop., and other verss., a reading 
entitled to be adopted on grounds which I have 
stated at large; though, after all, the matter 
may be considered an open question. 

. I wd now bracket 6%, cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. DK 33, 118, 389, and, Tis. says, 15 others 
[add Lam. 1175, 93, Scr. 1, p, w, P, Mus. 5540], 
since it may have been inserted in order to sup- 
ply a particle of connexion wh. seemed necessary. 

us other critics prefixed xaé. 

For airois, Tis. edits avrds, fr. DKLT & 
11 cures. [add Lam. 1175, Ser. p, t, w, Mus. 
5540, and several verss.]; but ule , since it 
is prob. a mere crit] corrn suggested by airds 
at the next verse, and introduced in order to 
aa rid pated was thought a useless prone 
wh. accordingly some critics exrpun , acin 
it b another both useful caleataen 

10. The change of positn of woAvis by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BLTK, is far more likely to 
have been a crit. corrn in 4 copies, than the 
position in t. rec. (found in all the copies exc. 
4) to have been, as Al. avers, ‘a rearrange- 
ment.” 

16. For «ai, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ody, fr. 
BDLT & 5 curss., to wh. I can add all the Lam. 
MSS., all the Scr. exc. one, and nearly all the 
Mus. copies, with the It., Cop., & Sah. verss. 
Kut may have been a mere cmtl corrn to more 
significant particle: or oJ» may have been 
altered to «ai in order to remove a tautology as 
occasioned by the ody at the next verse, wh. has 
place in all the Lam. MSS. but one (528), all 
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the Scr., and nearly all the Mus. one T am 
howr inclined to think that originally v. 15 & 
16 had each of them od» associated with the 
verb, and that the revisers stumbling at the repe- 
tition resorted to altern, in which some changed 
the first otv to «ai; while others, retaining it, 
omitted the second odv. 

20. xal elwey are cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BLTX 33, Cop. & Sah. verss., and are b 
Al. supposed to have been introduced fr. v. 2, 
where the words are in all the copies. But to 
suppose them inserted, and then to have come 
into all the copies but five, is far less probable 
than that in those five they were expunged by 
critics to remove a tautology ; otherwise this ab- 
solute construcn, without any adjunct, oft occurs 
in this Gospel, e. g. viii. 49, 54, 1x. 3, xi. 9, xiii. 
26, xviii. 8, 35, 36. 37, xix. 11, 22, also once in 
Mk. viii. 28, and nine times in Lk., Acts ix. 13, x. 
46, xxi. 18, xxii. 8, 28, xxiv. 10, 25, xxv. 12, 
and consequently might have been used here : 
but the testimony ofall the MSS. exc. 5, and all 
the verss. of any weight, shows that it was not. 

21. o, wh. I have rackd, is cancelled by Tis. 
& Al., fr. BEFGHMVXA and many curss. 
[add all the Lam. exc. 1 (1177), all the Scr. exc. 
P: and also Mus. 5468, 11838, 15581, 16183 & 4, 

6943, 17470, 17982], & intern. evid. is in favour. 

24. For xolvare, xpivere, ed. by Ln., fr. 
BDLT 245, 251 [add Lam. 1187, Mus. 5468], 
& Cyr., is a mere corrn to accommodate the 
word to the preceding xplvere by critics unac- 

uainted with the exact difference between the 
orce of the two tenses (esp. in the use of xpivw), 
of wh. the aor. denotes the exercise of righteous 
judgment on the bra occasion ;—the pres., 
its exercise as a tt. However, the emendn 
might also be made to change a peculiar and 
scarcely correct Gr. form to one usual and 
correct. 

26. The second aAOas is abs. fr. BDKLTX 
and, Tis. says, above 25 curss. [add Scr. p], as 
also several Ital. copies, with the Vlg., Syr. 
Curet., Sah., & Cop. verss., Orig., Epiphan., & 
Cyr. But internal evidence is adverse, inas- 
much as it was prob. expunged by shallow critics 
to remove a tautology, which, however, is, as I 
have shown, not really existent. That it was 
removed on that very ground is quite probable, 
since some copies [to wh. I add Lam. 1178] are 
without the Ist dA@a@s, and a few omit duth, 
But there is no real pleonasm in a repeated word 
having two different references. The former 
&A\@. means really ; the latter, truly. Of zy- 
yvwoav the full force is so made out as to know, 
i.e. as an ascertained fact. 

3l. For trodXol d& éx +. SyAou, & +. SYA. 
woNXoi is ed. by Ln. & Al., fr. BKLTX & 16 
curss. [add Lam. 1175, Ser. 1, p, w, Mus. 5540, 
also, but with ody, k & 9 curs. with the It. & 
Vig. verss. But that reading, like the similar 
one at v. 40, seems a mere crit. correcn to polish 
the style and impart an emphasis to tov dyAov. 
Rugged as is the style of the evang., I cannot 
bring myself to think that he wd commence a 
new sentence with an adjunct like é« rou 


Sxrou. 
am still of the same opinion as to the 
nuineness of d7:, wh. was far less likely to 
ave been inserted in al] the MSS. exc. BDTUX 
& 10 curss., than in those few to have been ev- 
punged by way of improving the style. 
Myre is now rightly restored by Tis. for uv, 
wh. he had in ed. 2 adopted, fr. BDEKLTX & 
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20 curss. [add Scr. p, q, r], though against inter- 
nal evidence weighed in a just balance. 

Tovrwy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDKLTX and, Tis. says, 35 curss. [add Ser. 
i, k, 1, m,n, 0, p, r, 8, W, X, y]: but internal evi- 
dence forbids its exclusion, the word having 
prob., like 67: before, been removed to improve 
the style. 

32. The variation of reading here chiefly con- 
cerns the position in some MSS. of brnpéras, 
also of ol @®apicaion, and ol apy., of wh. the 
former is placed i Eh ol Pap. xai oi apy. in 
DEHMVTIA and, Tis. says, 50 curss., to wh. I 
add all the Lam. MSS. exc. 2, all the Ser. exc. 
6, and a few Mus. copies: as respects the latter, 
ol apy. kai of Pap. is the reading in DEKLM 
TUX and 4 or 5 curss. [add Lam. 1175, Ser. 1, 
P, w, Mus. 16183]. Both readings are adopted 
oY Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., as the former was by 

atthei; while Gr. & Scholz rejected both, the 
latter one with reason, since internal evidence is 
rather against the altern, inasmuch as the crit. 
revisers may have stumbled at the too close con- 
tiguity of the same words, to remedy which 
some changed the 2d oi Sap. into the pron. 
avroi, while others carried those words forwards 
as far as they could, assigning the same position 
to them as that found tnfr. v. 45 & xi. 5/7, Matt. 
xxi. 45, xxvii. 62. However, in ol dpy. xai of 
@ap. we have prob. only a change of positn in- 
troduced by critics, who thought that as the 
Pharisees were just mentioned, and were evi- 
dently the prime movers and subsequent insti- 
gators of the whole thing, their name ought to 
come first. Yet that does not necessarily follow, 
since the order in which they are placed (viz. 
second) is confirmed by the fact, that they were 
on this occasion not the chief, but only the con- 
joint authorities (assessores) to give to the beadles 
the necessary orders. On these grounds, wh. rest 
on internal evidence and matter of fact, there is 
good reason to think that here at least the true 
order of the words is that of t. rec. ol ap. xai 
ol dpx., wh. Tis. 3 has restored, who, on the 
reading wh. he has discarded, remarks that the 
alteration coheres with the dwnpér. trans : 
and he compares infr. v. 45 & xi. 47 & 57, xviii. 
8. Probably one alteration hung by the other; 
and since internal evidence confirms strong ex- 
ternal in favour of bwnp. before oi Gap., 1 would 
now adopt it. 

39. For ot, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 5, fr. BEK 
MUVA and, Tis. says, 25 curss. [add Lam. 528, 
1176, 79, 87, 88, and the Burl. MS., omd by 
Wets.], but on insufficient grounds, as Tis. now 
sees, who restores od, as also fjueAXov, wh. he 
altered to gu., fr. BDSTX and some of the best 
Mus. copies. 

I would now bracket, what Ln., Tis., & Al. 
have caned, &y:ov, on the slender authority of 
KT 42, 91 {add Scr. w, Mus. 5540}, with C 
& Arm. verss., and 2 copies of Vig., also Orig., 
Athan., & Cyr., confirmed by internal evidence, 
since the word was far more likely to be added 
than expunged. 

I would also bracket 6 before "Ine., wh. is 
caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDFGHK LMT 
UOXYTAA and many curss., to wh. I can add all 
the Lam. exc. 2, all the Ser. without exception, 
and almost all the Mus. copies of any wei ne 

40. For woAXoi obp ix 7. OXn-» &x Tov dy. 
obv w., edited by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BD LT X 
1, It., Vig., & Orig., is any thing but in the man- 
ner of John, Harsh as may be his style, he 
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would never have commenced a sentence with 
éx row byA. ovv. Or if he had, he would after 
axovcayres have added rivas, wh. occurs in the 
text of Cyril, and might in that positn be lost 
by homeot., as it does also in that of Orig. and 

rob. in the copies used by the Ital., Vig., 
Bahid., and other translators, for the ellipse of 
vTevas would in this construcn be almost inad- 
missible. 

As respects rawv Adywy, adopted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. almost all the uncials and very many 
curss, [to wh. I can add several of the Lam., 
most of the Scr., and 2 or 3 Mus. copies], inter- 
nal evidence is adverse, the t. rec. being not, as 
Al. says, ‘the more usual,” but the less usual 
and a Aarsh constrn, though one likely to be em- 
ployed by John, who has elsewh. adopted the 
constrn with accus, 

41. dé after the 2d dAXoz is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. almost all the uncials and many curss., 
to wh. I can add almost all the Lam. & Scr., and 
a few of the best Mus. copies. [ would now 
bracket the word. 

42. For ovyi, ob is ed. by Tis. 2, fe. BSLT 
and Orig. ; but wrongly, as will appear fr. note 
on Matt. xiii. 55. Tis. 3 has now restored ovy, 
and justifies this procedure by reasons grounded 
on internal evidence in favour, in addition to 
paramount external. 

The transposn épyerat o Xpioros ought not 
to have been adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. 
BLT. Far less likely is it that the rearrange- 
ment,as Al. calls it, should have taken place 
and come into all the copies but four, than in 
thoee four have been introduced for the purpose 
of preventing the recurrence of the same words 
in the same order, though that is quite in the 
manner of scriptural style, and has here an actual 
suitability. The same remark applies to the 
trapsposn iy. iv rw Dy. at v. 43, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & AL, fr. BDLT & 5 curss. 

46. The confusion of the text and the very 
strange variation of reading here did not arise 
so much fr. homaotn, as fr. the crit. revisers 
stumbling at the tautology involved in the repe- 
tition of nearly the same words, as they thought 
unnecessarily—and hence the removal of we 
obtos 6 av¥p.in BLT 225, 229, Mus. 16183, 
wh. have been injudiciously caned by Ln. & 
Tis., and brackd by Al. 1, but restored in 2d ed., 
with reason, since internal evidence, as well as 
external, is in their favour, the removal of them 
depriving the address of all its Sek emp if 
oblross éAaAnc. be changed, as it is by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BLTX 3, 33, to éXaAno. ob. Far 
greater is the probability that in those six MSS. 
the change of positn shd have been made, either 
unwittingly by scribes or capriciously by critics, 

that in all the copies, exc. a very few, a 
change the other way shd have been made “ for 
emphasis” (!). Tis. now sees the matter in its 
true light, restoring t. rec. and ascribing its 
alteration to the cacoethes emendandi of critics, 
who, as he remarks, stumbled at the incon- 
veniently subjoined oboe, and accordingly some 


ja it sufficient to expunge 6 dvlpwwer, 
while others thought fit to take away the whole 
ree for which indeed not the slightest cause 
existed. 


47. ovv after dwexp. is caned by Tis. & Al., 
fr. D 1, 33, 235 [add Scr. i], with a few lection- 
aries and some verss.; but on such very insufli- 
cient authority one shd not be justified in even 
beacketing the word, since it wd be almost 
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wholly on internal evidence based on 8 bare 
surmise, and in such a case as the present more 
than usually precarious. 

49. For eruar., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. dwrap., 
fr. BT 1, 38, & Orig. : and Al. regards éwixar. as 
a change to the more common term. But it is 
not the more common, exc. in N, T. & Sept., 
where éwixar. occurs very freq., but never 
éiwao., which therefore the evangel. was un- 
likely to use. It is quite plain that in those 
four MSS. éwap. was a crit. correction of the 
Hellenistic to the class. term, such as perpetually 
occur in Band its congeners. However, éwixar. 
was prob. not merely Hellenistic, but also in- 
cial Greek, since in a Bootian inscrn in kh, 
vol. ii. p. 457, No. 2664, we find iro iwsxa- 
Tapatoe Talis Wpoyseyoaupivace dpats, while 
in another Attic inscription, vol. i. p. 428, 23, 
we have éwdparor used ina like form of execra- 
tion. 


VIII. As 
ll, to the 2 
namely, 16184 & 18211, I can now add the 
Barl. MSs, as I find fr. the careful collation of 
Jacks, put into my hands by the Master and 
Fellows of Jesus College, Cambrid e, though 
omitted, with about 250 others, by Wets., also 
Ser. a, b, x, y, z, H, P. In two other Mus. 
copies, 5540 & 14744, it is marked in the marg. 
with asterisks, and in Scriv. k, 1, m, n, wit 
obeli. In Mus. 5559 it is found, indeed, but 
placed after viii. 12, and the comme neing 
words are read ve in U and many cursives [ad 
Mus, 5468, 18211]) in the marg., whence it is 
evident that the archetype of 18211 had not the 
portion in the teat, but in the margin, from 
wh. it was brought into the text by the scribe, 
though at the wrong place. It is not, indeed, in 
Scriv. x, y, 2, P, nor in Lam. 1187, 1188, 1189, 
but all those seven are Evangeliaria (and at 1187 
it is not t media pericope, as in 1188), and ac- 
cordingly of little or no authority agasnst the 
pounce of the passage. or the pas 

vangeliaria have as much weight ‘as the Codd. 
pre textus. And here to the six adduced 

ets. and Sch. may be added Ser. i, v, w, 
Matth. f, where the lectio consists simply of 
viii. 3—11, commencing with ro xaipo 
ixelve ayovo., &c., and this lectio may have 
been in the very ancient Evangeliarium, Lam. 
1193 (of the early part of the 9th century), since 
the copy is very imperfect both at the end and 
in many other parts. The lectio in Matth. f 
has, as also Matth. c, in the margin the eccle- 
siastical note. that the “reading in question was 
appointed to be used at the memorial day to the 
honour of St. Theodora,” namely, Sept. 11th. 
However, that it was not confined to that of 
Theodora would appear from the Scriv. x, y, the 
Coder Theodori, which has in the margin: ale 
vas soptas Hedayiov povdyxov, Alyuwtioy 
fra!) Evddoxiae, cal Geodwpas (so 1 would read 
point). That Geodwpas is the true reading 
is evident, and my emendn as to the xai sup- 
plied is confirmed by the same inscription oceg 
in Ser. x, where «ai Mapiae is inserted before 
xai Evéox. The lectio seems, then, to have 
been used on three Saints’ days; and it appears 
that, as Matthai testifies, when it ts found in the 
Evangeliaria it is headed by Ele meravoovvra’ 
éx vou xara ‘lwdvyny, meaning to intimate 
the pus of its being addressed was for warning 
and edification unto the penitent. This heading 


a a the portion vii. 53—viii. 
us. copies which have it not, 
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is sometimes found tx Codd. ui textus ; 
and in the Cod. p of Matth. we have 9 eis ociae 
yuvuixas, namely, Theodora and Eudocia, 
meaning that it was read on their festivals. No 
wonder then that the portion shd have been, as 
1 believe it was invariably, omitted in the lectio 
vii. 37—viii. 12, tn media lectione, since, as 
Matth. has shown, that lectio was appointed 
for use on the high festival of the Pentecost, to 
which the portion would have been quite un- 
suitable. But this ing over of the portion 
does not imply, on the part of the framers of 
the Evangeliaria, any doubt as to its authen- 
ticity. Thus in the case of the Lam. MS. 1188 
(an Evangeliarium),—where the lectio fr. Joh. 
xii, 37—viii. 12 inclusive ométs the passage in 
ueetion, 1 the framer of the lectio was, I can 
ully vouch, the sel/same person, the same, in- 
deed, who wrote Mr. Scrivener’s MSS. q and r, 
which contain the portion, and that, as Mr. Scr. 
attests, without any mark of suspicion. As to 
Lam. 1187, wh. contains the same lectio vii. 37— 
viii. }2, that also is without the portion in ques- 
tion, as, I believe, are all others which contain 
this lectio. Those Evangeliaria wh. have the 
e are those only that have the lectio, Joh. 
lii. Il, introduced by the words tw Kkatpw 
éxeluw dyovor. tw 'lyoot ol yp. wal Pap. 
yevaixa, &c. Al., indeed, thinks the place 
after Lk. xxi. ult. (as in MSS. 13, 69, 124, 
346) the Altest one for the portion: but that is 
enly because there is nething to hinder tts being 
there ; and Scholz thinks it was there read in 
some churches ; though he adduces not a particle 
of proof of the fact, which is highly improbable, 
since the lectiones ecclesiastice there are only 
xxi. 37—xxii. 8, xxii. 39—xxiii. 1, which fact 
precludes the supposition. Had tho 
really ever been in any of the lectionaries 
there, the evidence of the existence of the por- 
tion after Lu. xxi. would not have been confined 
to four copies only. 

1 now, for A:Oa{ew, restore A:GoBo- 
AsicGa:; for although the former is supported 
by strong external pene to wh. I could add 
considerably from Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, 
that external evidence is not se ancient nor s0 
weighty; noris it confirmed by ¢ , Since Ac- 
64% acy has more the oe of a critl corrn 
to a term used by John, and A:Oa{sotur wd 
seem a further corrn to adapt the altn in mood. 
It was more likely that A:GoBodctcOae shd 
have been written, since it is several times found 
in the passage of the Sept. (Deut. xxii. 21—4), 
which was evidently in the mind of the speaker. 

7. For éx’ avry, DEGHKMUA and very 
many curss., excl. of Lam. 1175, 77, Scr. h, k, 
o, u, w, Mus, 5540, 5559, 5731, 11836 & 8, 
15581, 14774, 17470, have éx’ avryv, wh. may 
prob. be the true ing, and éx’ uivg have 
arisen by error of scribes either fr. their confound- 
ing, as is oft done, the terminations -yv & a: for 
3, or their being without the knowledge (wh. wd 

ave prevented the error) that propriety of lan- 
guage as to class. purity would not admit of the 
dut. after Batre, piwtw, or other verbs of 
hurling and casting, &c., exx. of wh. occur not 
enly continually in the class. writers, but in the 
Scrip., as in the Sept. at Isa. xxxvii. 21, ovdi wy 
Bady in’ adtiy Bédos, Sirach xxii. 2, BadA wy 
Aidoy éwi wétewa, and xxvii. 26, BarrAwy 
Aivov iwi xedadrnv. And as 1 cannot find the 
least vestige of this use of the dat. of direction 
after verbs of the above sense, I feel little doubt 
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that iw’ adrihy was the original reading, and 
that the best rendering is, ‘let him first hurl 
the stone at her,” meaning so to launch it as to 
Ait, as in hitting a mark. This minute propriet 
is established and illustrated by a passage, Ecach 
misunderstood, of Eurip. Ale. 696, Matth. 
Asyous piwrwy is huas,—ov Barwv—odrus 
awrat, where there is an opposn between the 
two terms plat. & BadX., the former meaning 
to hurl, the latter so to hurl as to Ait. 

9. The words Zw: twyv to yates are cancd by 
Tis. & Al., fr. EGHKM and many curss. [add 
Lam. 528, 1175, 77, Scr. h, 0, p, t, v, w, P, 
Mus. 5540, 5559, 14774, 16183]—with reason, 
since internal evidence is against them. 

For éarwoa, I have, with all the recent 
editors, adopted vioa, on the strongest external 
authority, confirmed by nearly all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies, and, what is more, by in- 
ternal evidence, since écrwoa is prob. a mere 
crit. corrn to bring in a graphic expression. 

As regards the words eiléey aurny before xai 
elaa, inserted by T. & A., fr. U and many cursives 
[add Ser. q: r, Mus. 5468, 17470, 19389), the read- 
ing is of the same character as éotiwoa, being, we 
may suppose, brought in by a crit. corrector who 
thought fit to impart another touch of the graphic, 
—having in mind such passages as Matt. xix. 26. 

10. To the strong authorities for yuva: with- 
out 4 (which sprung, we may wits from the 
n preceding), add L. 1179, 92, 1180, Ser. h, i, 
k, @, q, ©, 8, z, P, Mus. 5731, 5468, 11838, 
17982. 

For xaraxplve, Al. reads xpive, fr. EFK & 
13 cursives [add Lam. 528, 1175, 92, Ser. p, t, 
v, w], but external authority is insufficient and 
internal evidence unfavourable, since it is far 
more probable that « (for xara) was accident- 
ally introduced into those few copies (or altered 
by crities to remove the stumblingblock found 
in ahmed than that «ara should have been 
added in ajl the copies exc. a few. 

12. I am now induced to » with Ln., 
Tis., & AL, weprwarnoy, fr. BFGKLTUXA 
and, Tis. says, 60 cures. [excl. of Lam. 528, 
1175, 76, 78, 87, 89, 92, all the Scr. copies exc. 
i, BP Mus. 5540, 5460, 5559, 11836, 14774, 
15581, 16183 & 4, 16943, 17470, 19389), and 
that for reasons which will appear from note 
supr. iv. 14. 

14. For «ai wou (2d), Tis. & A. ed. GF wos, 
fr. BDKTUXA and very many cures. it 
Lam, 1175, Scr. i, 1, m, n, 0, p, q, r, t, w, P 2, 
Mus. 1810, 5731, 5468, 11838, 1183 & 4}, and 
kai prob. did, as Al. supposes, come fr. the «az 
wou just before: a view wh. is confirmed by 
what [ have said in my note on Mk. x. 38. 

16. For dAn0ns, Ln., Tis., & Al. read &An- 
O6.vy, fr. BDLTX 33 & Orig. But external 
evidence is quite insufficient by the concurrent 
testimeny of the curss., all exc. one, and that 
nearly a fellow-copy with BL—which is next to 
nothing—for dA0ge. Internal evidence is, in- 
deed, almost equally balanced, since &AnOyc 
may have come fr. the ordinary revisers as a 
more familiar term, and one used twice just 
before ; though, indeed, so may &A»,6eny fr. cri- 
tics whose purpose was to remove tautology and 
likewise present a term more suitable in sense : 
but the evangelist dees not split hairs like his 
critics; and since dA0ijs has elsewh. been 
altered to ainOivee, so it may have been here. 
Yet as John oft elsewh. uses the term dAn¥ivdc, 
though not with «pias, he may have done so 
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here: but the scantiness of evidence, and that 

all of one class, discountenances the reading. 
19. 6 before "Inc. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 

AL, fr. BDEFGHKLMTUXAA and very 

many curss., to wh. I can add almost all the 

Lam. & Scr., and most of the Mus. copies, espy 

5787 (an uncial) : and I would now bracket the 
word. The dy after is by Ln., Tis., & Al. re- 
moved to before n¢., fr. BLTX 1, 33, & Orig. ; 
but on insufficient external and against internal 
evidence, since the reading is prob. a mere corrn 
to get rid of the very unusual and unclassical 
position of ay at the end of a sentence. Yet it 
recurs at v. 39, where, however, it is abs. fr. 4 
unciale and, Tis. says, 80 curss., and is cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., though quite against internal 
evidence, it being manifestly expunged for the 
purpose of removing this flaw in composn, though 
In 3 few copies, and in Orig., the same effect is 
sought to be produced by changing its positn (as 
here) to before the verb, Another example of 
the same position after is found at xiv. 7, El 
éyvaxerré ue, kal Tov waTipa pov éyuwKerre 
av, where the same critics as those here, stum- 
bling at the same rock of offence, remove the 
ay tobefore the verb. So very rare, however, is 
this idiom of av placed last in a sentence, that I 
know of only one example elsewh., namely, in 
Synes. ap. Steph. Thes. in v. (ed. Paris), and 
that a writer of late and by no means pure 
Greek. 

20. o ’Inooue is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDKLT & 10 curss. [add Mus. 5540, 5559], 
and It. b, e, with Orig. & Cyr.: but internal 
evidence is adverse, it being far less likely that 
the words should have been inserted in all the 
MSS. exc. 15, than that they should have been 
expunged in those few in order to remove a tau- 
tology. The same applies to the omission at 
next v. of o Ine. in BDLTX, with the same 
two It. copies & Orig., though adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., whereas they ought to have seen 
that since a new lection is admitted by all the 
editors to here commence, the words could not 
have been absent, esp. as not expressed in the 
verse preceding. 

e reading of Tis. & Al. rovrov tov Kxdo- 
pou, for Tou «. Tovrov, ed. fr. only BT 33, 69, 
124, is not to be approved of, 1) because exter- 
nal authority is quite insufficient, B having, 
teste Maio, ix +. xoonov rT. : 2) because internal 
evidence is adverse, for as to rov xéouov being, 
as Al. avers, “‘conformed to what follows,” it 
were far less likely that such a conformation 
should have found its way into all the MSS. 
exc. 4, than that in those 4 the reading should 
have arisen accidentally, by rodvov being first 
lost (as in No. 73, §° vang. 50, Matt. 1, & 
Vig.) or removed, as infra xiv. 30, in many 
copies, and then brought in at the wrong place. 
Besides, ix rodrov Tov xoopnovu is a form of ex- 
pression not found in John; while é« rou xdo- 
prov Tovrovu occurs ten or eleven times in John, 
and 7 times in the Pauline Epistles, and once in 
Jas. iii. 5. 

26. For Aéywo, Ln., Tis, & Al. read Ada, 
fr. BDKLTXA and, Tis. says, 20 curss. [add 
Lam. 1175, 79, Scr. i, 0, p,q, r, t, w]: but there 
is no sufficient ground for the change, since in- 
ternal evidence does not compensate for insuffi- 
ciency of external, inasmuch as it were far more 
likely that Ady should be altered, in a com- 
paratively few copies, to AaA&, in order to better 
match with Aad si» in the corresponding clause, 
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than Aadw be altered to Agyw for no particular 
reason. 

29. 6 warnp is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDLTX & 5 curss., but internal evidence, as 
well as external, forbids this, it being prob. ex- 
punged in order to remove tautology. 

For avrw, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wods 
adrov, fr. BDLX 33 and some Lat. copies. 
But it seems a mere crit. altn of revisers, who 
oft interchange the two forms of expression. 

38. I am still of the same opinion that the 
reading a@—a, for 5—6, is inadmissible. The 
state of the evidence as regards the context and the 
character of the wording alike bear the stamp of 
crit] altern; whence, too, came the transposn of 
éyw and a, and the removal of ovy—by the 
former of which the antithetic force of the con- 
trast is destroyed; and by the latter the nerve 
of the argument (to which the tlative particle 
is essential) is cut asunder. This fully appears 
from the connexion and course of argument as 
ably traced by Lampe & Calv. 

is respects the reading #xovcare, for Ewod- 
wate, it may have come from a marg. gloss of 
some scholiast, or from a critic who, stumbling 
at éwn., brought in what seemed to him more 
suitable, and what wd further posnt the anti- 
thesis. But that is quite unnecessary, and in- 
deed wd mar the true antithesis, wh. is in both 
members ushered in by the same term, iwp., 
though with some slight variation of sense, in 
the od denoting to see and know, to come to 
know, to learn, viz., by seeing done, as supra iii. 
1] & 32. In the former member there is less 
pregnancy of sense, but a deeper outpouring 
thereof, denoting, as says Apollinarius, yviore 
guaikn, otherwise expressed by eu uros. 

Finally, as respects the Delage pov and 
Uawy, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., on very slender 
authority, the latter, omitted only in BL 13 [add 
Mus. 5540], is indispensable to the sense; and 
though the former might be dispensed with, yet 
it is omitted only in CLX 13, Sah., Aith., Ong., 
& Cyr. Tis.3 has judiciously restored the t. 
rec. throughout the verse. 

39. From the note supra v. 19 it will appear 
that éwoetra dy ie the true reading; though 
there is very strong external authority [besides 
Lam. MSS. all exc. 3, Scr. k, 1, m, n, q, r,y, H, P, 
Mus. 11836, 15581, 16183, 17982) for érorsirs 
alone. Yet internal evidence is adverse, since 
the dy was far more likely to be removed for the 
reason I have pointed out, than inserted for 
whatever reason. 

40. The reading watpds or Tatoos pov for 
@eov in several MSS., Orig. (4), Chrys. 1, and 
in the Arm. vers., though specious and seemin 
to clear the sense, yet is evidently a mere cri 
correcn, though quite uncalled for, since the 
reference is equally, nay, far more, serviceable 
in clearing up the obscurity, if fixed at v. 38 
That the section was rightly made to terminate 
at tov warp. buy is certain, since there is evi- 
dently there a break-of" in the narration, and a 
new turn is given to the narrative, occasioned 
by the Jews having, as Stier points out, ‘“ now 
dropped the urging of Abraham as their father, 
being convicte utter dissimilarity to him; 
and perceiving that a spiritual affinity must be 
meant, they refer to God as their Father.” See 
more in Maldonati’s able note, to which Stier 
was much indebted. If the above be the right 
view of the connexion, it will follow that ov» 
after elwoy, v. 41, cannot well be dispensed with, 
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and at any rate ought not to have been cancd by 
u., T., & A., from only BLT 154, It., Vulg., 
Syr., Cop., & Arm. verse. 

41. alae fasd These words ought not to 
have been made to form the beginning of a new 
verse, but to have been appended to v, 40 asa 
concluding clause xat’ éwiuerpov; and v. 42 
should have commenced with elwvuy. This is 
confirmed by the mode of arranging the matter 
in the catena of Th. Aquinas, wh. here begins 
a new eection; in doing which he merely fol- 
lowed the division into sections laid down as 
early as the forming of the Vig., and folld by 
Cypr., Aug., Arnob., and other Latin fathers. 
There is an emphasts on the pronoun, and a 
certain force imparted by the asyndeton. Thus 
the full sense is: ““{Yea] the works of your 
father do ye,” said in allusn to what went before 
at v. 38, éya—wurpl pou—tueis warpi bye 
wotetre, which entirely confirms the view I 
have taken of the connexion. 

44, I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., subjoin 
rou before the first warpds, fr. BOEDEFGHLS 
VXAA and many curss., excl. of all the Lam. 
MSS., Scr. h, i, k, m, n, p, t, u, w, x, P, and the 
best of the Mus. copies, confirmed by interna] 
evidence, since it was more likely to be omitted 
than inserted. 

48. ovv is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCDLX & 15 curss. [add Lam. 1176, Ser. H, 
& Mus. 16183]; and since internal evidence is 
against it, it may be bracketed, but not ovy at v. 
52 fr. only BL. 

52. yedonra, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ACDKLMSVXAA & 90 curss. [exclus. of all 
the Lam. MSS. exc. 528. 1177 & 79, 92, all the 
Scr. exc. i, 8, v, and all the Mus. copies exc. 
5468], I have adopted for reasons wh. will appear 
fr. note on Joh. vi. 35 & xiii. 8. 

53. I still retain ob, found in all the Lam. 
MSS. exc. 528, 1178, 1192, all the Ser. exc. h, 

, q, ¥, wi, and all the Mus. copies exc. 18108, 
Seah 16183, 16943, though expunged by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDGKLXA and, Tis. states, 
$0 curss. Internal evidence is, as | have shown, 
quite in its favour, since it was far more likely 
to be removed by critics (as has also happened 
at Matt. xxvi. 73, Mk. xiv. 30, Lk. xvi. 25, 
Joh. iv. 12, 2 Tim. ii. 3, Philem. 12, and 
elsewh.) than txserted. It was prob. expunged 
by rash critics as superfluous, and for the sake 
of removing cacophony,—such not bearing in 
mind that they thus destroved the point and 
spirit of the idiom ot emphat. for ov yz, 20 
used supr. iv. 19 & tnfr. xii. 84, & al., where 
the same tampering is observable. 

54. For d0€afw, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit doFcow, 
fr. BC!D 1, 346 [add Lam. 1193]. But it 
seems & mere crit. corrn; though it may have 
been an error of scribes, who oft confound ¢ & 
o. At any rate, the altern cannot have arisen, 
as Al. supposes, “‘ fr. a reminiscence of Matt. iii. 
15.” As to the real connexion, there is no 
particle of connexion, because the asyndn, as 
well as the peculiar positn of the pronoun, has 
here considerable force—the turn of expression, 
too, affording, as Aret. points out, an aditum ad 
rem: accordingly, the question as to the causes 
of the blindness being left ts medro, our Lord 
addresses himself to the work before Him—a 
work of necessity (wh. therefore admitted of 
being done on the Sabbath day)—a work, more- 
over, an urgency, since the ftme for workin 
it, and all such high works, was very short, an 
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the night or cloee of His working-time on earth 
fast approaching. 

For buoy, Tis. & Al. read huwy, fr. AB7CE 
GHIKMUAA and, Tis. says, 90 curss. [I can 
add all the Lam. exc. 1176, all the Ser. exc. i, 

, r, 8, and a few Mus. copies], confirmed by 

most all the verss.; but against internal evi- 
dence, for that the t. rec. shd have been, as Al. 
pronounces, an “ altern from orufio directa,” is 
far less probable than that nyc» shd have been 
an error of scribes, who perpetually confound 
va. & nu., insomuch that the true reading can 
oft be determined only by the context, wh. here 
admits, indeed, of suv, but rather requires 
Umuaw, that being called for by the course of 
reasoning, on wh. I have treated at large. Ln. 
prob. saw this when he retained bnew, though 
against his plan of forming his text. 


1X. 6. At the end of this verse Ln., Tis. 2, 
& Al. caned rou tudAou, and Al. pronounces the 
t. rec. “asimplifin of coustrn,” but that is a mere 
surmise, discountenanced by the very insuffi- 
cient evidence for it (BL ], 33), as Tis. 3 now 
sees, who restores the words, retaining, however, 
as before, aurov inserted after éwéyoroe, which, 
however, came, I suspect, fr. a margl scholium, 
and was brought in at the wrong place, being 
meant to come in after wrvcuaros, where it is 
found in the Pers., & Arab. & other verss.; 
though in opposition to the usus lingua, since 
the word has never a gent. after it. 

8. 1am now more satisfied with having re- 
ceived, with L., T., & A., wpocuirns, wh. rests 
on no inconsiderable authority, namely, ABCD 
KLX & 10 curss., confirmed by almost all the 
verss., several fathers, and what is more, by 
internal evidence. The word wpocairne is, 
indeed, rather rare. occurring only a few times 
in Plut., Lucian, & Diog. Laert., but, on that 
very account, was unlikely to have been ob- 
truded into the text by critics. 

9. dé after the 2d dAAo is cancd by T. & A., 
fr. BCLX 1, 33, 71, 254 [add Lam. 528). and 
eeveral verss.; and since internal evidence is 
against the word, I wd now bracket it. 

10. After wees, T.& A. insert ov», fr. CDLX 
157 & It. a, which, however, omits the ou» after 
éAeyov. But internal evidence as well as ex- 
ternal is against the insertion, since it is very 
unlikely that the particle should have been lost 
in all the MSS. but 5 or 6, or that our evange- 
list, sparing as he is of particles, should have 
used two ovy’s almost together. Besides, he no 
where uses any particle after wes, but very oft 
after éAeysy, & other verbs of speaksng, though 
it is freq. expunged in BCDL. Here it wd seem 
that the word being first removed, was then re- 
stored, but at the wrong place. 

1 wd now read, just after, Avawy8., with Ln., 
Tis, & Al., fr. BOEDEFGHLMAAA & ve 
many curss., exclus. of Lam. 528, 1177, 78, 87, 
92, . i, k, v, x, y, P, Mus. 5468, 11 
15581, 16183, 16943, {7989. See note on Matt. 
ix. 30. It seems that this reduplicative form 
for the class. dvew 0. is of Alexand. and Helle- 
nistic Gr., occurring occasionally in the Sept., 
and of the N. T. the Revel., and hence was 
saa a form of provincial, perhaps Syrian, 
+Teek, 

For coi, I have, with all recent editors, adopted 
cov, fr. 15 unciale & very many curss., exclus. 
of all the Lam. MSS. exc. 1175, all the Ser., 
and all the Mus. copies of most weight. 
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11. Tis. & Al. cancel xal eTx., fr. BODL 33, 
118, It., Vig., Sah.. & Arm. verss. But inter- 
nal evidence as well as external, confirmed by 
the Pesach. Syr. vers., is unfavourable, since it is 
prob. a mere crit. corrn suggested by the remi- 
niscence of such as enfra v. 27, Joh. vi. 
8, viii. 19, 54, x. 25, er 34, xi. 9, xii. 34, xiii. 
8, 26, 36, 38, &., though St. John more freq. 
subjoins «ai elw. 

fter wo. Tis. adds orz, fr. BL, Syr. Jer.: 
but though internal evidence is in its favour, it 
eannot be ado on such slender authority. 
Further on, after daeXOdv, Ln., Tis., & AL, 
for di, edit ov», fr. B, Vig., Cop., & Sah. ; also at 
v. 12 they cancel ov», fr. A 33, 118, 157, and read 
«ai elw., where it is plain that the hand of crit. 
corrn was very busy,—indeed in three ways, but 
needlessly, and the reading rests on little other 
authority than the Lat. verses. This use of xai 
between two participles, though rejected by pure 
class. usage, is oft found in the Alexn & Helle- 
nistic Gr. 

14. For dre, Ln., Tis., & Al. read év § nuépa, 
fr. BLX 33, It. & Syr. verss., & Cyr. ; but it 
seems a mere crit. corrn, like that at Rem. ii. 
16, where, for d72, Ln. edits §, scil. nudpe, fr. 
AB & some curss., also some Lat. copies and, 
as here, Cyr. 

15. I have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., placed the 
pou before, instead of after iwi +. dp0., fr. 
BEGKLMSX and very many. curss., exclus. of 
all the Lam., all the Scr., & all the Mus. copies 
exc. 2, confirmed by internal evidence. 

16. Ln., Tis., & Al. read obx geri otros 
wapa 8. av¥p., fr. BDLX 33, 157, al., and It. 
e. But external evidence is insufficient, and 
internal is against such an order of words, it 
being not in St. John’s manner, but bearing 
the stamp of crit. corrn. 

18. For tug. Fv, Tis. & Al. read Hw rug. : 
and Al. pronounces t. rec. “‘an altern to more 
usual order.” But the slight difference is in- 
sufficient to account for its being made, and after- 
wards introduced into all the copies exc. 3, It 
is far more likely that the altern was on the side 
of thoee 3, and made by critics, in order to im- 

rt an emphasis to the words, q. d. ‘did not 

lieve that he had been blind.” It is the more 
likely that the change shd have been made, 
since 3 other changes of greater licence were 
made by other critics. 

19. For apt: BA., BA. dors is ed. by Ln, 
Tis., & Al., fr. BDGL 33 & It. v.: and Al. 
pronounces t. rec. a corrn. But that so petty 
an altern ehd have been made, and have come 
into all the copies exc. 5 or 6, is far less likely, 
than that the other order of the words shd have 

into those few, whether fr. accident or 

design, since the critics might think that by the 

altern of posn a greater emphasis wd be im- 

ted, as at the v. preceding, also in 2 Thess. 

li. 7, 0 xaréxeoy dpi, | Cor. xiii. 12, BAdwo- 
Bev yao apr, 

. The words airdy ipwr. are placed by Ln., 
Tis., & Al. before, not after, avroe hrAtx. zy., 
fr. BDLX 1, 33, 157, It, Vlg., & Syr. verss. 
But the authority is exceedingly slender, and 
the deficiency not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, since the reading is manifestly a corrn of 
order, prob. suggested by the Lat. verse. Be- 
sides, the ordinary order is confirmed by v. 23; 
and it can hardly be supposed that the order 
here shd have been to that there in all the 
copies exe. 7. On the other hand, it is not im- 
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bable that an alteration of order shd. have 

n made by the critics here, in order to intro- 
duce 3 variation of expression, and remove a 
tautology. 

As respects the pronoun after wepi, Ln. edits 
avrov; Matt., éavrov. There exists very strong 
authority (to wh. I cd add many Lam., Scr., & 
Mus. copies) for éavrov; but no authority could 
justify avrou, wh. manifestly arose fr. error of 
scribes (who oft confound the spirit. lenis and 
asper), though adopted by Tis. even in 3d ed., 
who adds B to the uncials; whereas it has, feste 
Maio, iavrot: while Bartol. & Birch acquiesce 
in avrov, which seems to be the true ing. 

24. é« deur. is by La., Tis., & Al. removed 
fr. before to after rdv av8p., fr. BDL 33, It., 
Cop., & Sah. verss. But it seems a mere arbi- 
trary change of positn, prob. suggested by the 


Lat. copies. 

25. tn, Tis., & Al. cancel «ai eTx., fr. 
ABDL & 10 cures. [add Scr. p, Mus. 5540], 
Syr., Sah., & Cop. veres., & Cyr.: but it is, 
suspect, a mere corrn of certain critics; while 
others, as appears fr. It., Vig., Pere., & Arm. 
verss., removed dwexp. xai—each to promote 
compactness of composn. The eame kind of 
altern oft occurs in the same class of MSS. See 
Matt. xxii. 63, Mk. v. 9, vii. 6, ix. 17, 38, x. 5, 
xi. 29, 33, xii. 24, xiv. 20, Lk. xiv. 5. 

26. Internal evidence is quite in favour of 
ogy for dé, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDKLX 
& i5 curss., excl. of Scr. p, w, Mus. 573), 
11838, 17982. 

28. ody is cancd by Matt., Gr., Sch., La., 
Tis., & Al., fr. AEFGHKLMSUXAA &, Tis. 
says, 100 curss., besides all the Lam., nearly all 
the Scr., & the most and best of the Mus. 
copies; and I wd now place it in double 


brackets. 
30. Tis. & Al. place the 7ép ay instead 
of after rovre, tr. BDL 1, 22, 33, 249, Cyr., 
Chrys. ; and Al. pronounces t. rec. an altern to 
more usual positn. Yet usual as it is, it may 
have been altered to the other in order to impart 
more force (such as is found in Acts xvii. 28, 
dy ait yap Couev &c.), though only by critics 
ignorant of the true import of the yap in this 
uliar use, wh. is why truly, a forcible idiom, 
ut wh. requires the particip. to be brought as 
near as possible to the beginning of the sentence, 
as in the expression Ti'yap xaxdy éwolnce; in 
Matt. xxvii, 23, Mk. xv. 4, Lk. xxiii. 22, sine 
v. 1. Render: ‘‘ Why in this there is something 
wonderful.” In fact, John does use that posi- 
tion in a similarly worded © supra iv. 37, 
where, however, Tis. remarks, that no one stum- 
bled at it. But that was only because no em- 
phasis could there be sought at rovre, as it 
might, and, it seems, was here. The received 
positn seems to have been chosen because some 
degree of emphasis is thus laid on o Aace. Seo 
note there. 

36. I have here, with all the editors fr. Matt. 
downwards, inserted xai before ris, fr. BDEF 
GKMSUXAA and almost 120 curss., excl. 
of all the Lam., all the Scr. except s, z, and all 
the Mus. copies exc. 5540, with the later Syr., 
Ar., & Goth. veres., Cyr. & Thyl., confirmed 
by internal evidence, as will fully appear fr. 
notes on Lk. iii. 10, Joh. vi. 5, ix. 36, xiv. 22, 
& comp. 2 Cor. ii, 2, xai rie ors ; 

40. xai is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDL 
33, 157, 249, Cop. & Arm. verss., & Cyr. But 
a connective part. can hardly hore be dispensed 
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with ; and the «ai in those few copies seems to 
have been lost by inadvertence. 

41. ovv is caned by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. 
BDKLX 1, 33, 69, 157, 2 pot. [add Mus. S640), 
Vig., Sah., & Cop. verss., & Cyr.; and in 
evidence confirms its absence, since it was more 
likely to be tnserted than removed, as seem- 
ing necessary; which, however, it is not, if 
the constrn be properly laid down, and the punc- 
tuation adjusted accordingly, thus: wuy dé Aéd- 

ere OTL BrAdwoney, 7 au. Kuwv &e. Render: 
“If ye were [really] blind, ye would not have 
had sin, but now that ye eay ye see, your sin 
(i. e. the sin you have contracted) remaineth,” 
viz. unremoved and inexcusable. 


X. 8. For xaXet, I would now, with Ln., 
Tis., & A., ed. pevet, fr. ABDLX 1, 33, 157 
249, 2 pet., al., & Cyr.; for though external 
authority is very slender, it is compensated by 
internal evidence, wh. is quite in its favour, since 
xaXet is manifestly a gloss derived fr. scholiasta, 
as is plain fr. the state of the text at Mk. iii. 3}, 
where for @wvovvres airév, BCL & 10 of its 
closest congeners have xaXovwres, wh. is ed. by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., but, as [ have shown, wrongly, 
that being a seeming gloss, as plainly appears fr. 
the acted gloss in Hesych., pwvei xadsi. For 
so I would read instead of AaAei, and « and A 
are oft confounded by scribes. 

4. xai before ra wpoB., is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. BL 1, 157, 2 pet., but retained by Ln., 
rightly, inasmuch as external testimony is in- 
sufficient, and not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, since the particle was less likely to be 
; in all the copies exc. 5, than in those 5 to 
be lost by accident, being jade at the end of a line 
in the archetype of B. And though the evange- 
list’s compoen is remarkably dovvderos, yet 
even this peculiarity is confined within certain 
limits, wh. would forbid its use here. 

For rpoBara, Ln., Tis., & A. edit rédvra, 
fr. BDLX 1, 22, 33, 2 pet., It. a, e, Cop., Sah., 
Syr., Jer., & Chrys. But the authority is quite 
insufficient, and internal evidence adverse, the 
reading being manifestly a mere crit. corrn to 
remove 2 taxtology, as involved in the four times 
repeated wpof. within a small space. Yet that 
. creauent in Hellenistic, and espec. Johannean 

reek. 


5. adxoXNovOfaoovew, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
fr. ABDEFGA & 15 curss. [add Lam. 1178, 
89, 92, Scr. i, p, z, H, Mus. 19469], may be the 
genuine reading; yet the point is, as will a 
pear fr. my note tn/r. xiit. 36, doubtful ; and 
in both passages the true reading is an open 
question. 

7. abroie is cancd by Tis. & A., fr. B, and 
transposed by Ln., fr. AK & 2 curss. [add Scr. 


0, p, W, Mus. 5540]: but internal evidence, as be 


well as external, is adverse, since the avrois was 
far more likely to be expunged in one MS., in 
order to remove tautology, than to be intro- 
duced into all the rest, and all the verss. Tis. 
has, howr, now restored the word, as also the 
Sri after Aéyoo, wh. he had cancd, fr. BGK LX 
&, he says, 30 cures. [add Lam. 528, 1175, Ser. 
p, w, H}, also Eth. & Arm. verss., & Cyr. Tis, 
defends his change back by the just remark, “non 
facile abjiciendum illud dre quanquam se 
fluctuat.”” Cf. ad i. 51, iv. 42, v. 24, vii. 31, 
ix. 23, x. 34, xiii. 33. Al.,2ed., has restored 
the word, 


8. The reading jA@oy wpd iuov, adopted by 
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Lu., Tis., & AL, fr. ABDKLXA &, Tis. says, 
60 curse. [add Lam. 528, 1175, 76, 78], may be 
the orig] order of the words: but it prob. was 
only an arbitrary altern ma age by the It. & 
Vig. & lat. Syr. verse. he confusion and 
fluctuation in the text seem to have been occa- 
sioned by frst the omission, and the reinser- 
tion of the words wpd duov in a wrong place. 
How the words came to be omitted in so many 
copies, 7 uncials &, Tis. says, 100 curse., it is not 
easy to say. It may have been, as Tis. & Al. 
suppose, on account of the misuse of the expres- 
sion by the Gnostics and Manichees, as apply- 
ing to the Old Test.: but I cannot believe that 
so great a liberty wd have been taken so exten- 
sively, and I prefer supposing the omission to 
have been occasioned by the variation in posi- 
tion of the words; a circumstance wh. per- 
petually occasions omission, but in no other pas- 

e so extensive as in the present e. 

2. I cannot adept, with Ln., Tis., &. Al., 
Eorw for siciv. fr. ABKL 1, 13,33, 42, 69, 346 

add Mas. 5540], Ews., Cyr., Chrys., because 
ternal evidence is adverse, Zor. being prob. 
& mere crit. corrn of the Hellenistic idiom, of 
wh. I find Tis. is now aware, since he restores 
aloiy. Verses 16 and 2) A eae suggested the cor- 
rection of the constrn. As regards va wpof. at 
the end of the verse, Tis. 3 has mow restored the 
werds, wh. he had, with Ln., mie fr. 
BDL I, 22, 33, 35, 37, 42, ct pa {add Scr. p, w] 
—rightly, since internal evidence confirms ex- 
ternal authority aguinst the removal, for there 
could surely have been so reason for the tuser- 
téon, but some for the cancelling, namely, to re- 
move a repeats 

18. The words. 5 84 uro®. pevyer are cancd 
by La. & Tis. 2, fr. BDL & 3 curss. [add Scr. pj, 
and brackd by Ln. and Al, 1, though by Al. 2 
and Tis. 3 restored, with good reason, inasmuch 
as the omission evidently arose from the repets- 
tion of the word uicOwros ; though the removal 
of the words miserably curtails the amplitude of 
eense, wh. is ably traced by Lampe. 

14. For yi. vwo riev inv, Ln. & Tis. edit 
yuwooxovei pe ra ena, fr. BDL, It., Vig., & 
other verss., & Cyr. & Epiph.; though in 3rd 
ed. Tis. has restored the t. rec., being, it seems, 
now aware that the reading he had adopted arcee 
from a mere corrn of composn to conform to the 
ollowing part of the comparison, fer which 
reason it was introduced into most of the verss. 
by translators, who rendered freely, as Cyr. & 

piph. etted freely. 

16. For ue det, Ln., Tis., & Al. read Sei pe, 
fr. BDLA 1, 33, 69, 124, 346 [add Scr. w], with 
It. & Vig. versa. But it is far less probable that 
me det shd have been so altered in all the copies 
but nine, than that in those nine it should have 
en corrected to def we for greater el ce of 
style, and fr. its far more freq. use, as Tis. now 
sees, who has restored pe éei7. 

17. I cannot yet adopt, with Lo., Tis., & Al., 
the reading we 6 war. ady., fr. BDLX 33, 248 
& 9, It., Vig., Cop., since it seems a mere crit. 
corrn for the pu of placing an emphasis on 
ma, on account of the strongly worded statement 
as to the ground of the Father’s love to the Son: 
though that does not imply an emphasis on the 
pronoun. 

19. viv is cancd by Ln., Tis., & AL, fr. BL 
& 249, It. & Vig., Sah., Arm., Pers., prob. ex- 
punged by some critics, who, stumbling at tho 
two particles, removed ody, while others, as ap- 
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fr. D 64, 225, Cop., Vig., in the Toledo 

S., removed waAcp. 

21. For dvoiyew, Tis. & Al. read dvotEac, 
fr. BLX 1, 13, 22, 33, 69, 124, 157, 346, 2 pet., 
Onig.., & Chrys. Internal evidence is rather in 
its favour, the form, however rare, occurring in 
Acts xxvi. 18 and Rev. v. 9, sine v. 1., also in 
Sept. Iea. xlii.7, Deut. xxviii. 12, Cant. v. 6, 
Ez. xxxvii. 13, Sirach x]. 16. It is of very rare 
occurrence in the class. writers. The only exx. 
known to me are Mech. Ag. 590, Eurip. Phryx. 
frag. iv., Hdian viii. 3, 1, ii. 6, 14. 

2. xaé before yetuwy is cancd by La., Tis., 
& AL, fr. BDG —33, 42 al. [add Mus, 
5540, Scr. w, It. 9, Cop., Sah., Chrys.J, and 
though external evidence is but slender, it is com- 
pensated by internal, wh. is in its favour, since 
it was more likely to be added (esp. in the verss. ) 
than removed: accordingly, 1 wd now bracket 
the word, and punctuate the passage (without any 
regard to the versicular arrangement): ‘Iepoco- 
Avmois’ yeimmy Hv, cal weptsware 6 “lyc. 
The words of the inserted portion éyévero d:— 
orod Sodom. were meant to fix the time of year 
when the occurrence related at vv. 192] and 
24—39 took place. The words yeudy qv were 
thrown in (as AJ. has well seen) for the sake of 
the Gentile readers, to show them the reason of 
our Lord’s walking in Solomon's portico when the 
occurrence now being narrated took place. He 
was walking there for exercise, because it was mid- 
winter, and thus it was that the debaters and 
dubitative inquirers found a favourable oppor- 
tunity for satisfying their doubts by encircling 
Him around for personal communication. 

23. I have brackd the rov (cancd by Ln., Tia., 
& Al.) before SeA., fr. ABDGKS & very many. 
ourss., besides all the Lam. & Scr. MSS. exc. p, 
and most of the Mus. copies: and internal evi- 
dence is againat the word. For SoAopewvroe, I 
have ed., as elsewhere, LoAouwvos, fr. BDEFG 
AA &, Tis. says, 50. curss., exclus. of all the 
Lam. MSS. exc. 1175, 77, almost all the Scr., & 
most of the Mus. copies. 

24. éxéxAevoav, though found in B alone, 
with the excepn of Mus. 16183 1 m., is prob. 
the original reading, for reasons wh. will appear 
fr. note on Rev. xx. 9. 

26. xaOec elwov buiv] Al. now removes the 
brackets, wh., with Ln., he had placed to the 
words, They were, I doubt not, expunged by 
critics, not so much, as he supposes, from the 
difficulty found in them as from the uncertainty 
of the constrn; namely, as to whether the words 
should be joined with the preceding, or the fol- 
lowing, context. Internal evidence is in favour 
of the former mode, since the rules of good com- 
position would require the words to form an 

clause. If so considered here, seme 

harshness wd arise by placing them at the erd 
of the sentence; but there would be much 
greater from placing them, as seme critics do, 
at the beginning of the neat sentence. Of that 
position of a clanse like this I cannot find a 
single instance. Besides, it would kere detract 
from the weight and force of the subsequent 
declaration, vv. 27, 28, where, as Beng. remarks, 
there are what may be called three pairs of 
sentences, each of which expresses 
the faith of the sheep, and the fostering care of 
the Shepherd by correlative terms. This is not 
the only instance to be found of a clause which 
ight better be ixlerposed, being placed at the 
of a senteice—a censtrn, indeed, which 
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my prob, have formed en idiom of Hellenistic 
reek. 

32. The various modes of reading here pre- 
sented in the MSS. are only so many different 
modes of smoothing away a certain roughness in 
the diction. 

The reading ue AcOaZ., ed. by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BL, is far more likely to be a crit. corrn of style 
in too MSS. than Ac0. we to have been “an 
altern for conformity” (as Al. avers) in all the 
copies but those two. 

. Adyovres is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABKLMX & 20 curas. [add Scr. p, w, Mus. 
5540]; but without reason, intern! evidence being 

uite in favour of the Hellenistic idiom, wh. 

e Alexn critics perpetually remove in order to 
impart more point and spirit to the address. 

34, Internal evidence is in favour of dr: pre- 
fixed to dye, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDLX & 4 curss.: but far more authority is 
needed to justify its adoption. 

38. weevevere for —nte, ed. by Tis. 3, fr. 
several uncials & curses. [add Lam. 1177—89, 
93, Mus. 6468, 5731, 14774, 16183, 16943, 17982, 
18211], may bes mere itacism. As to the—nre, 
it mtght be thought, as Tis. supposes, a crit. 
emendn, were it capable of proof that dy was 
ever used with ind. pres. in N. T.: but that is 
not the cage, since in the 8 alleged, Rom. 
xiv. 8, Gal. i. 8, and 1 Thess. iii. 8, Yaomey in 
the Ist is no¢ indic.; and in the 2nd evayyeXi- 

era: rests on the most slender authority, and 
1s prob, not genuine: in the 3rd orijxare arose 
very probably fr. étactsm, which is confirmed by 
the circumatance, that the few copies wh. have it 
are full of itaciens. 

Just after, for weoredonre, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read yiweaxnra, fr. BLX 1, 32, 33, 118, Cop., 
Seh., & Arm. veres., also Ath. & Theod.: and 
Al. terms t, rec. “‘a correcn fr. ignorance of the 
distinction between the pres. and the aor. tenses 
of ywwoxe.” This is just possible; but neces- 
sarily proceeds on mere surmise, and that dis- 
countenanced by the great improbability that so 
nice a grammatical distinction as the use in 
question shd have been known in Judea, or still 
more have been employed in an address to the 
common people, to whom it must have been 
quite nnintelligible. As to the awkwardness 
ascribed to wie. by Al., it did not present itself 
to highly competent judges, T. Aquin., Calv., 
Lampe, Beng & Tittm., who have shown that 
the complete sense of the two terms taken in 
their order is “that ye may fully know and 
ficraly believe (the truth of] what I have said.” 
At any rate, ywwre is here to be taken in its 
completive sense to denote entire knowledge, and 
hence miorevonre is subjoined as expressing 
the result. The same idiom (characteristic of 
the evangelist) ocours at 1 Joh. iv. 16, éyva- 
kausy Kal waemwioTrevxupev STi, Kc. 

For ai’rw, Ln., Tis., & Ail. ed. ra warpi, 
fr. BDLX 33, 157, Syr., It, Vig., Cop., Sah., 
& other verss., with Cyp.: and Al. pronounces 
t. rec. “a correcn fr. not observing the emphasis.” 
But that such a correcn, whose existence rests 
on mere surmise, shd have come into all the 
MSS. exc. 6 ia the closest mutual connexn, is 
far less credible, than that rw watpl shd have 
been substituted by critics in order to point the 
antithesis and impart emphasis,—with a view to 
such passages Sea akin to this) as supr. vi. 
57 and infr. xiv. 10, 11. 

42. As reapecta the semoval of éxet to the end 


u 2 


148 


of the verse by La., Tis., and Al., fr. ABDKL 
MUX 1], 33, 69, 124, 157, & 7 others [add Lam. 
1177, Scr. p, w, z, Mus. ], it seems ‘a mere 
crit. corrn of style, since the ordinary position of 
éxet interrupting the constrn, the word would 
seem better placed /as¢ in the sentence, as supr. 
v. 40, Matt. xii. 45, xiv. 23, xv. 29, et al. 
Yet it seems to have been placed by the evan- 

list where it is in the t. rec., because it apr 

is purpose to express a certain pregnancy o 
aie as conveyed by there und then — the 
latter as implied in the former; and accordingly 
the position vot last in the sentence would seem 
most called for. The engrafted sense is well 
founded, since ixei is occasionally so used in 
the best writers, as Sophoc. and Demosth. 


XI. 2. Maprcu is, teste Maio, not in B, but the 
t. rec. Mapiac. Indeed Map:dy cd not have been 
here, since there is no reason to think that the 
sister of Lazarus and Martha ever had the name 
Mapidu (undeclined), but only Mary, the 
mother of Jesus; and even in that case B never 
presents Mapidu, but only the declined form 
Mapia. 

- 9. I have brackd 6, wh. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. almost all the uncials and very man 
curss,, exclus. of nearly all the Lam., Scr., 
Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evidence. 

12. For ol wad. abrov, Ln. reads avra ol 
aad., fr. BOLX [add Lam. 1178, 1188, Scr. o, Pd 
but Tis. & Al. read atte without of uad., fr. 
A 44, 122. Internal evidence may seem in 
favour of the latter text; but the extreme slen- 
derness of eaternal evidence, and its being at 
variance with all the ancient verss., forbide its 
adoption. Were any pee necessary, one 
might prefer adre ol nad. [avrov], wh. is 
strongly supported by those verss. The variation 
of position in of «a®. may have occasioned, as 
oft, its omission ; and the similarity of avrun 
and avrov have occasioned their permutation. 

19. Ln., Tis, & Al. edit wodAol dé, fr. 
BCDLX 33, 157, 249, It., Vig., Cop., Sah. 
verss. But internal evidence confirms the 
strongest external in favour of t. rec. xal wod- 
Aol, wh., as being the Hellenistic idiom, is more 
likely to be genuine. Here and v. 2, 28, 31, 32, 
45, xii. 2, Ln., Tis., & Al. read Mapiayu; but 
at v. 2 not a single copy has it—not even B, as 
Tis. says; and yet one can hardly suppose that 
John would employ two different forms in two 
successive verses. Hence it is prob. that there 
the reading of the a of B was Mapiap, 
and certainly at Lk. x. 39 and 42. Upon the 
whole, it would seem that such was originally 
the = pag J of John, A haere also of Matt. 
and Lk. ; but not of Mk. As respects Matt., 
B has it, indeed, at one , namely, i. 
20, where Mapiav is beyond doubt & mere 
error of scribe for Map:au, though at Lk. ii. 19 
Mapia occurs in B and also in D & R, but that 
too by error of scribes. And since Matt. & Lk. 
wrote Maprap, there can be no doubt that John 
did the same. 

21. Tis. & Al. have without reason displaced 
the t. rec. for the reading of AD 157 al., 6 déeA~ 
os pov, which is against internal as well as 
external evidence, since the position 6 4deAd.— 
éreOy. is more agreeable to the Hellenistic idiom 
and the simple style of Scripture. 

. 24. 4 before Mép0. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BCDKLX & 20 curas, [add Lam. 1177, 78, 
Scr. 0, p, y, Mus, 1810, 5540, 11836, et al. ], and 
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seems confirmed by v. 21, though there -10 

uncials and many curss., exclus. of all the Lam., 

Scr., & Mus. copies, are without the art., wh., 

though almost required by strict propriety of 

language, might both there and here have been 
ropped, 

P For ravuta, Tis. & Al. read rovro, fr. 
BCLX & 59—>prob. a mere corrn of critics, also 
found at Lk. xxiii. 46, where see note, and 
comp. 1 Cor; vi. 8. 

32. For ele rove wod. abrov, avrov ele t. 
#66. is adopted by all the recent editors, fr. all 
the uncials exc. D & very many curss.,¢o wh. I 
add all the Lam. exc. 1176, 1192, all the Scr. 
exc. h, k, H (x, y ?), and a few ancient Mus. -. 
copies. 

or dwiOavé pov, Ln. & Tis. ed. nov dwiO., 
fr. BC!LA 33 al. But it is prob. a mere crit. 
correcn to cause the positn of the principal verb 
to tally with that in the parallel passage supr. 
v. 21, and occupy the place most befitting the 
weightier term. 

. Tis. 3, for eldev, ed. ide, fr. ACKLMXA 
& al. (?)—doubtlese most of the ancient curss., 
such as Lam. 1177, Scr. p, w, y, P, and. all the 
more ancient copies, as Cov. 1, 2, 3, De Missy }. 

supr.ix. 1. The reading is, however, rarely 
recorded by tho collators exc. Matth. & Scriv. 

89. For re@ynxoros, Lu., Tis., & Al. read 
reredevrnxérae, fr. ABC'L 33, 157, 249 [add 
Scr. w, Mus. 5540]— insufficient authority, and 
net compensated by internal evidence, inasmuch 
as it is far less likely that re0y. shd, as Al. su 
poses, have been a gloss, than vrareA. a crit. 
correcn to purer Gr. term. That John should 
have used ao peculiarly Attic a term as TeAsuT., 
though rare (of wh. the perf. and pepe forms 
occur elsewh. ag in Xen. & Plato, and the 
perf. part. only in soa is hardly credible. 

40. I would now read, with Lnu., Tis., & Al., 
for dyer, dyn, fr. almost all the uncials and 
very many curss. [add Lam. 1176, 79, 92, Ser. i, 
k, m, v, w, x, 2, Mus. 5540, 16183, 17470?}, 
Orig. & Cyr. _ 

44, xai before é€9A0. is cancd by Tis. & Al, 
fr. BCL & | curs., with Cop. & Sah. verses. & 
Orig. But it seems to have been in those few 
copies—the closest of congeners—accidentally 
omitted. 

The reading rae yetpae xai robe wodas, in 
AA &, Tis. says, 20 curss. [add L. 1179, 89, 
92, Ser. k, x, yj, both Syr. & Ath. veras., & 
Andr. Cret., arose fr. crit. corrn, suggested by 
what was thought the natural order; but the t. 
rec. is confirmed by Acts xxi. 11, and justified 
by what is there said in my note. 

47. wodXAa wout onp., for woAX. on. Tor., 
is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABLMX 33 & 
Orig. But it seems a mere corrn of positn, like 
ons. WoAX., w. in a few other copies. 

60. For siadoyit Ln., Tis. 2 & 3, & Al. 
read Aoyi%., fr. ABDL 1, 22, 69, 122, Orig., 
Chrys., Cyr.; but Al. 2 restores dcad., sup- 
posing that “‘ the dca was omitted in consequence 
of the dé preceding, Aoyi¥. being the more usual 
word to signify to consider.” But it is sot the 
more usual term, and if it were, that would be 
no reason why éa@ shd be absorbed in the 3d 
preceding, which is a thing unprecedented. In 
short, internal evidence is quite in favour of 
Aoyit., wh. was, as I have shown in note on 
Mk. xi. 31, altered by revisers to the more defi- 
nite term d:aX., 80 oft sa Na the 3 parall. ls 
(not the Hpisiles), though not in the of 
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John, nor, it seems, in Mk., as will appear fr. 
my note abs supr. 

57. The lst xal is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABKLMUXA &, Tis. says, 35 curse. [add 
Lam. 1175, Scr. i, p, q, r, v, w, Mus. 18211): 
but internal evidence confirms strong external, 
at least as regards curss., in its favour, since it 
was (as will appear fr. note on Lk. xxi. 2) far 
more likely to have been removed as superfluous 

inserted for no particular reason. 

or évroAiy, Tis. & Al. read évrodas, fr. 
BLM 1, 118, 254, Syr. P. m,q: and Al. pro- 
nounces év7od iw ‘a correen, only one injunction 
being mentioned.” But it wd rather seem that 
éyroAus is itself the correen for el ce, since 
éyroXas dovvas presents a phrase equiv. to man- 
dare, to order ; and all the verss. exc. the Vig. 
express it by a phrase. ’EvroNijy and évrodas 
are indeed elsewh. confounded (see 1 Cor. xiv. 
37), but éivroAds was likely to be brought in 
here as being, when used as plur. for sing., the 
more weighty expression as used of the govern- 
ing powers of society. 


XIL. 1. 6 reOvnxece was cancd by Ln. & Tis. 
2, fr. BLX, It. c, e, & the Syr. & other verss. ; 
but were the external authority far greater, tn- 
ternal evidence being strongly in favour of the 
words would forbid their exclusion. It is evi- 
dent that, as Tis. now sees (who has restored the 
two words), they were, as it was likely they 
should be, removed by critics as seeming super- 
flueas; whereas no reason can be imagined for 
their being inserted. 

After vexpwv, Tis. & Al. insert 6 "Incois, 
with ABDEGILAA &, Tis. says, 20 curss. [add 
Lam. 1177, Scr. p, Mus. 5540], with some verss, 
& Theophyl. But it prob. arose fr. the verss. 
and the Evangeliaria. 

3. éwrrs00n for iA neon in B (alone) prob. 
arose fr. a critic who thought that it better ex- 
pressed the true sense, namely, “‘ was full of the 
odour,”—he having in mind some passages of 
the class. writers and of the Sept., as Ezek. x. 
4, where it is said of the house of God, érAria8n 
Tov piyyoue ris doEns Kuplov, a use of the 
pass. instead of the act. in neuter sense, rare in 
the class. writers, and only eceurring in the 
most ancient ones, as Homer. 

4. LYepevoe is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BDL 
33, 249, and some veres., and o added to 
"Ioxap., fr. EFLU et al. [add Lam. 528, 1177, 
Scr. y]: while Ln. retains the t. rec..in both 
respects,—rightly, since internal as well as ex- 
ternal evidence is in its favour, the other read- 
ing manifestly proceeding fr. critics whose pur- 
pose was to condense and simplify. Thus, in 
other copies (not, however, feste Maio, B), ‘1o0- 
Sas, which Al. has cancd, is absent, or Dipudcovoe 
altered to Siuzdy, as in EGU et al. [add Lam. 
1189, Scr. P], all tending to show the great con- 
fusion into which the text of the passage had at 
an early period fallen, through negligence of 
scribes and rashness of critics. Much the same 
is observable supr. vi. 71 & infr. xiii. 26, where 
"lox. is 20 altered as to match with Zeu., con- 
trary to the united testimony of Matt., Mk., & 
Lk., confirmed by Joh. xiv. 22. The readings 
here adopted by Tis. & Al tend to destroy the 
characteristic of our evangelist in mentioning 
(which the other evangelists never do) the name 
of Judas’s father, Simon, together with his own 
—just as at vi. 16 and Acts i. 13, Lk. writes 
"howd. "laxwBov, in each case, by way of dis- 
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tinction: and so Jobn always, exc. at xiv. 22, 
where another Judas, the son of James, is meant. 
It is not to be supposed that John would have 
omitted the minute spécification which he 
eleewh. invariably employs, and thus cut down 
the expression to the surname , which was 
never used for the name itself. The 6 here 
before ‘lox. rests, as we see, on very slender 
authority, and is discountenanced by internal 
evidence, since it was more likely to be inserted 
than removed. 

6. For slye «ai, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read Zywp, 
fr. BDLQ, 4 curss., Vig., Cop., Sah., & Ori 
the former being, as Al. pronounces, “‘ a correen. 
But it is very improb. that suck a correction shd: 
have been made and got into all the MSS. exc, 
7, with the Pes. Syr., as Tis. now plainly sees, 
who in ed. 3 has restored t. rec. The other was, 
as Liicke, Meyer, & De Wette are agreed, the 
real correcn, and that resorted to in order to 

lish homely Greek, and develope the true 

ree of a peculiar expression, on wh. I have 
fully treated in my note. 

13, For éxpa{ov, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. éxpab- 
Labor, fr. BDLQ & 5 curss. However, the de- 
ciency of external authority is compensated b 
internal evidence, since, for reasons wh. will 
appear fr. notes on Matt. xv. 22 & Lk. iv. 4), 

ere is little doubt that éxpaf. was introduced 
by revisers fr. {| Matt. & Mk. as more suitable. 

15. For Quyarep, Ouyarnp is ed. by Ln, 
Tis, & Al, fr. AB (4 Ovy.) DELQXA & & 
cures. There is certainly more authority for the 
reading here than at the three passages of Matt., 
Mk., & Lk., where it also occurs ;—though 
whether this form did ever really exist may 
doubted, as will appear fr. note on Lk. viii. 48, 
and hence it can ly claim to be adopted 


ere. 

16. 82 is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BLQ, It. b; 
e, Vig., & Sah., and may have been interpolated, 
as also may the 6 before 'Incovs, wh. is cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 10 uncials and many 
curss. [add Lam. 1176, 78, 87, 89, 92, Scr. h, o, 

, V, W, X, H], and hence it may be bracketed, 
ut not the de. 

17. I still retain Sri, wh. is, as I have shown, 
confirmed by internal evidence, and if external 
be not equal to that for dvs, nothing decisive can 
on that ground be inferred against or:, since the 
two words are so perpetually confounded, that 
external evidence has here not its usual weight. 

19. After xéou. DLQX & 15 cures. [add Scr. 
v, Syr., It., Vig., & almost all the’ other verss. 
exc. 2] subjoin dAos, also Cyril, Nonn., Andr. 
Cret., Ambros.—an addition Fad plainness ug 
gested by such passages as Rev. iii. 10, xii. 9, 
xvi. 14, 4 olxovuévn SAn: also Rom. i. 8, dv 
Siw te xéone: I Joh. ii. 2, v.19, 6 xoopoe 
SAoe. There are not wanting other ges in 
wh. 6Aw has been in this family of MSS. omd 
as seoming unnecessary, and accordin Bly expunged 
by the recent editors. See Heb. iii. 2, where Ln., 

is. 2, & AL cancel dA, fr. B, Cop., Sah., Ar., 
& Ambros.; and the note there. Tis. now sees 
the matter here in this light, since he has in 
ed. 3 restored the word. 

20. "EAA. rev. for rivet “EAX., ed. oy Ln., 
Tis, & Al., fr. BDLMQX 1, 33, 157, 249, & 
2 pet., Scr. z, seems a mere crit. corrn to im- 
prove the style. The reading wrpooxumjcovery 
juet after is of the stte character, and has 
internal evidence in its favour; yet it ought 
not to have been introduced into the text by 
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- Ln., Tis., & Al., on evidence so slender as DLA 
157, to which I can only add Lam. 1189, Scr. 


z, P. 

22. The 6 prefixed to Pid. by Tis. 2 & Al., fr. 
BLX, may be genuine; but, considering the ex- 
treme slenderness of authority and the character 
of the evidence, it would seem to have come fr. 
critics, who thought the art. required. Tis. now 
sees this, and has restored the t. rec. 

Just after, the reading of Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABL 33, 54, 157, by wh. waAcw is cancd and 
éeyera: substituted, seems to be a mere crit. 
altern suggested by the scholiasts and some 
Copies of the It. vers. Besides, I cannot believe 
that this peculiar constrn-(called by marians 
the Schema Pindaricum et Beotium) would have 
been used in the simple phraseology of our evan- 
gelist. Itis almost confined to poetry, and in 
the few passages of prose writers, where it is 
alleged to exist, the anomaly almost always ad- 
mits of being explained on some principles wh. 
shall render this ‘“‘ device for the nonce” un- 
ever See my notes on Thucyd. ii. 3.3 & 
iii. 34. 3, 

26. For dsax. ris, La., Tis., & Al. read rie 
Gcax., fr. ABKLMUX & 15 cures., to wh. I 
add Lam. 1187, Scr. p, x, z semel: and internal 
evidence confirms not inconsiderable external in 
favour of the reading, wh. I am inclined to re- 
ceive. Further on, as respects the «ai before 
the 2nd iay, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDLX & 10 curss., It., Vig., Syr., & Sah. 
verss., & Chrys., external authority is insuffi- 
cient, esp. as not confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the «ai was more likely to be re- 
moved by critics to lessen the number of «xui's 
in a not very long clause, and for adaptn to the 
former clause, wh. has no «ai to introduce it. 
cadahlgelh pay sa uired by ne logic of the 
passage, ably trac pe, v., & Aret. 

30-3 is eanied by Tie. & Al., fr. BDGKUX 
&, Tis. says, 50 curses, [add Lam. 1175, 79, 87, 
88, 89, Scr. h, 1, m, n, 0, x ,r, v, w, H, P, 
Mus. 5540, 5577, 11838, 1 i}, confirmed by 
internal evidence. See note supra v. 22. 

34. After amexp., Tis. & Al. insert ob», fr. 
BLX & 5 curss. [add Lam. 1179, Scr. x]: but 
internal evidence confirms vastly preponderating 
external against the word, as Tis. now sees, who 
has expun it. Just after, for ob Adverse, 
Néyace od, ed, by Tis. & Al, fr. BLX [add 
Lam. 1178, Scr. w, Mus. 5540, 17982, 19389}, 
seems a mere polishing of the style. The 2d 
or: is omd in RPGHA &, Tis. says, 10 curss. 
{add Lam. 1175, 76, 78, 87, 88, 89, 92, 98, Ser. 
Jere omnes, Mus. 5540, 11838, 16183 & 4, 
16943]: and it was prob. not used by Jobn 
himeelf. See note supra v. 16. 

35. For ue8’ duwv, La., Tis., & Al. read éy 
buiv, fr. BDKLMX & 20 cnras. [add Lam. 
1189, Mus. 5540, ef al.]: and internal evidence 
is rather in its favour. I cannot, however, agree 
with them in rane t. rec. as a qloss; for 
such was not ed, and at any rate é» may as 
probably have been, if not a gloss, a correcs to & 
plainer term occurring tnfru xv. 28, & Lk. 
xxii. 37, wer’ advduwy broyio8ny. Se also Iga. 
liti. 12, where Sept. renders, for ter perspi- 
cuity, by 2yv dvounors, though the Hebr. re- 

uires ueTa rather than év. So in Prov. xvi. 
9, et sepe alibi. Besides; it were more 
likely that John ehd here use usra & genit., 
than iv & a dat., because he uees pera more 
fgeq. than the other evangelists. Comp. aupra 
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vii, 33, infra xiii. 33. In short, the several 
passages, taken together, present a form of ox- 
pression having great pregnancy of sense, the 
pera serving to suggest the idea of help and aid, 
as prasad in the light afforded to the mind, 
and strength to the soul, by the saving trnths of 
the Gospel. See Calv. 

I still continue to reject the reading we for 
gwe, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 6 uncials & 4 
cures. ; internal evidence being, as I have shown, 
adverse, al since it is very unlikely that John, 
who elsewh. oft uses Zws, ahd this once have 
chosen to employ we, a use of wh. there may be 
some doubt whether it ever existed, at least in 

See Brunck on Soph. Aj. 1117. 

40. For wewwpewxev, Tis. & Al. read ire- 

woev, fr. ABIKLX 18, 33, 346, & 5 others 
fadd Scr. p! & wi, namely, in the archetypes, 
where scribes mistook w for nj, & Eus. But I 
agree with Ln. in rejecting this reading, since in- 
sufficient eaternal evidence for it is not com- 
pensated by tnxfernal, inasmuch as éwrapocer 
was more likely to be an error of scribes in a 
few copies, than to have been altered in all the 
rest to conform to the tense of the preceding 
verb; not to say that the variation of tense in 
the 2d verb would be such a glaring breach of 
the commonest rules of good composition as we 
have no reason to attribute to the evangelist, 
the two verbs forming with their adjuncts one 
and the same clause, agreeably to wh. view Ln. 
& Tis. (with Lat. Vig.) rightly point é¢@aA- 
povs Kai, &c. 

For lacenar, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit lécopat, 
with almost all the uncials & many curss. [ex- 
clus. of Lam. 1175, 76, 78, 79, 87, 92, 93, Ser. 
i, 0, D, W; rx) Mus. 5540, 16183, 16943, 17470, 
17982, 19389]: and internal evidence is in its 
favour, since ldcwpma: is more likely to have 
been an adaptation to the preceding, laco- 
mac to have come fr. the Sept. in so many 
copies. The same applies to the parallel of Mk. 
xiii. 15, where see note. 

As respects the connexion in the words Iva uh 
—at-rovs, which has been variously but never 
quite rightly traced, it seems best to closely con- 
Join vons. 7. xapé. and émiorp., removing the 
comma after xapédia; the latter being repre- 
sented as the result of the former. The next 
verb lac. is yet more closely connected with the 
former, as intimating the frusé of conversion, in 
a thorough healing of the soul by reconciliation, 
pardon, and peace. See Ro Gal. v. 22. 

41. For ore, La., 
ed. Lips.) ed. ore, fr. ABLMX 1, 33, 97, 252, 
Matt. z (add Lam. 528, 1177, Ser. z), Cop. & 


Epiph. But the authority is very slender, and 
its insufficiency not compensated by trferzal 


evidence, wh. is by no means favourable, for to 
suppose, with Al., dre to be “acorrecn from 
misunderstanding,” involves the highest impro- 
bability, pewey: that ora was all but univer- 
sally introdu net only by the ancient re- 
visers and translators, but by all the fathers, 
Gr. & Lat., exc. one, also by theologians and 
expositors of every age, down to the time of 
Meyer, who first adopted the reading orc, and 
ascribed ore to the cause wh. Al. assigns. Be- 
sides, that ore has by all expositors been right] 

regarded as quite suitable to the context, will 
appear fr. the able analysis of Lampe; whereas 
ott is objectionable in respecte, and. 
ameng others this, that the sense it yielda, how- 
ever specious, will not bear close examination, 
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as will appear fr. the able explanation of the 
passage by Thom. Aquin., Calv., & Lam. 

47. I am now disposed to receive qur4aty, 
found in 5 uncials & 16 curss. [add Scr. w], 
from the force of internal evidence added to 
ancient external, confirmed by all the verss, 
The sense to be assigned to gud. is that of 
- ing firmly tn mind so as to have a full 
hold of them in faith ;” a use of duAdcoew very 
rare; but found with some modification in Plato, 
Leg. vi. p. 783, quAackauey TH uviuy Ta 
Asx Oivra. 

. For Zdexa, dédwxe is ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al. fr. ABMX and not a few curss. [add Lam. 
1179, Scr. m, x, z]: and Al. pronounces idwxa 
to be a rigs cart to the preceding aor. ; 
whereas it shd rather seem that dédwaz was an 
altern proceeding from Alex. critics by their 
stumbling, as oft elsewh., at the use of the aor. 


XIII. 1. For gA7Au6en, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
HAGev, fr. ABKLMX &, Tis. says, 30 curss. 
add Lam. 1175, 79, Scr. p, x, w,z, H, Mus. 

1838], Orig., Oyr., & Chrys. But érAnr\vbev 
was far less likely to have been, as Al. pro- 
nounces, “‘a correcn fr. xii. 23,’ than 7A0ev a 
correcn of critics, unaware that this use of the 
perf., in preference to the 2 aor., is almost a 
peculiarity of St. John’s style, as occurrin 
about ten times in his writings, and mostly wit 
pa; though elsewh. in N. T. only once, Lk. 
xvii. 33. 

2. For yevouévov, Tis. & Al. read yivou., fr. 
BLX, St. & Elz. Ed., & Orig. 4. Ican only add 
Mas. 5468, and hence I still continue to reject 
the reading, esp. since it seems to have been a 
mere altern to avoid a dtficulfy, which, however, 
admits of being removed in another and more 
satisfactory way. As respects the sense, we wight 
render “supper being ended,” were it not that 
this is forbidden by vv. 12 & 26. To render, 
“while supper was preparing,” would require 

sv.; and 1¢ would, moreover, present a sense 
ittle suitable. The same objection applies to 
the sense ‘“‘ supper going on.” It would seem 
that the true force here of dir. is that by which 
it denotes time, the time of supper, supper-time, 
as oft in Hom. and the best c writers; and 
indeed this sense is required by yevouévov, wh., 
espec. in a gen. . construcn, Is used of time, 
as in Matt. xxvi. 6, rov "Inc. yevoutvou é» B., 
lit. “ when Jesus had come to Beth.” [and was 
there], Mk. vi. 2, yevoudvou caBBarov, “‘ when 
the sabbath day had come.” Joh. xxi. 4, Acts 
xii. 18, xvi. 3. 

For t. rec., Tis. & Al. edit BaBA. eis rhy 
wape. va wapade aitéy lobdas, fr. BLM&X 
It. b, f, g, Vig, Arm., Orig.; but extern 
authority is insufficient, and internal evidence 
adverse, considering how far less probable it is 
that the “rea to escape difficulty of 
constrn,” wh. Al. ascribes to the t. rec., should 
have come into all the copies but 4, and all the 
verss. exc. the It., & Vig., & Arm., than that 
in those 4 the reading should have been rig ori 
from, or ted by, the Lat. veres. & Orig. 
Besides, the text thus laid down presents a sense 
so far-fetched and jejune, namely, the Devil 
having put it into the heart of Judas that Judas 
Iscariot, son of Simon (i. e. that ke should 
betray Him), that it is quite inadmissible. 

3. 'Incove is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BDLX, 
It. 2, Vig., AEth., & Orig., & 2 Evangel. ; but 
on insufficient authority, and that not compen- 


151 


sated by internal evidence. The genuineness of 
the word can hardly be doubted, since it is abso- 
lutely necessary in eo long-drawn a sentence as 
that at vv. 1—4. One might, indeed, suspect it 
to be brought in for the purpose of supplying the 
want of a subject ; but how it came to bo lost is 
the question,—and this has been well pointed 
out by Matthai, namely, from v. 3 commencing 
a new lectio, I must howr take exception to his 
saying that all the lectionaries have é2 after 
eldwe, and that some are without sléwe; for all 
the Lam. & Mus. lectionaries are without dé, 
though none, I believe, without ’Incous. 

6. xai before Agyer is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BDL, Syr., Cop., Pers., It. e, 1, & Orig.: and 
éxeivos just after is cancd by Lo., Tis., & Al., 
fr. B 6, & Orig. & Cyr. ; and internal evidence 
is rather in favour of the latter reading, but 
against the former. At any rate, if gxriv. be 
removed, «ai is indispensable, since its absence 
wd involve a harshness unprecedented: and 
though Aéye: in this Gospel very oft occurs 
after a period without a xai, yet sometimes with, 
e. g. supra i. 21, 52, ii. 8, iv. 7, and here it is in- 
dispensable. Accordingly, it ought to be re- 
tained and rendered, ‘‘ Then saith he,” as in the 
Eth. vers. ‘ 

12. For dvawecwy, Tis. & Al. read xai dy- 
éweceyr, fr. BC! 157—very insufficient authority, 
and against internal evidence, the reading being 
a manifest corrn of revisers, who thought the 
xai and a verb preferable to the partic. aor. 2, as 
better matching the foregoing constrn, and find- 
ing it in the It. and other verss., & Orig., they 
unhesitatingly adopted it. 

19. Tis. & Al. place tya wor. before Srav 
yiv., fr. BL, several Lat. copies, & Orig. 3: 
and Al. pronounces t. rec. to be “a transposn 
for emphasis,” whereas no emphasis is produced, 
nor was there a place for it. Besides, that any 
such groundless change shd have come into all the 
Gr. copies exc. 2, is far less probable than that 
in those 2 the words Sray yivnrat were first 
omitted by scribes, and then restored by revieers, 
though in the wrong place. As to the other 
positn of the words, it destroys the antithetic 

int, 80 promotive of the pathos of the passage. 
Render: “Even now [lit. fr. now onward] I 
tell you before it hath come to pass, that when 
it hath [i.e. shall have} come to ae ye may 
believe with entire trust that I am He [that shd 
come].” The same completive force of rior. 
occurs supr. x. 38, xi. 15, and in Acts xv. 11. 

20. av twa, ed. by Ln., Tia, & Al. fr. 
ABCKLMNX 33, Scr. i, w, with Orig. 1 & 
Cyr., doubtless arose fr. the freqy occurring 
crit] altern of the Hellenistic idy into the pure 

Greek idiom da». 

23. éx before waQ. is added by L., T., & A., 
fr. ABC1IDKLMNOXA & 15 cursives [add Lam. 
1175, 78, Scr. w, Mus. 1810, 5540], and most 
of the verss.: and since internal evidence is in 
its favour, I am disposed to receive it. 

24. For wu@ioGae ris ay sin, L., T., & A. 
read elwa ris iow, fr. BCLN*X 33, It., Vig., 
& Eth verss., & Orig. : and Al. pronounces 
the t. rec. “‘ an accommodation to the next verse.” 
But that such a petty emendation should haye 
been introduced into all the MSS. exc. 6, and 
into the Syr. and other verss., is far less probable 
than that in those 6 the reading of B, &c. was a 
mere crit. corrn, prob. suggested by the scholiasts 
or the Latin copies to make the meaning more 
direct and precise, nay, almost impart a touch of 
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the dramatic. This course was resorted to from 
an imperfect apprehension of the term veve:, 
which does not mean /, , but, in a meta- 

horical sense, ttsmates, a sense indeed rare, yet 
found in Alexis ap. Stob. Flor. xxvii. 3, dpxos 

éBarde tori, by . vavow—povoy, Aristoph, 

ac. , dxecvoo! vaver—dyeww wpde alrdy 
{scil. av’rots), Eurip. Hec. 545, Aoydo: 3’ 
"Apyslov ivevoe waplévoy AaBeiv, also in Acts 
xxiv. 10. The idiom occ. also in the Latin 
tnnuo. 

25. For. éwr:wsowv, Ln., Tis, & Al read 
dvanscwy, fr. BEKLX & 20 curss. [add Lam, 
1778, Scr. p, Mus. 5540], Orig., & Schol. But 
internal evidence, as well as external, is adverse 
—it being far less likely that, as Al. ef aes 
éwimw. should have been “ introduced fr. Lk. xv. 
22” into all the MSS. exc. a omer nve few, 
than that in those few éwem. shd have been altered 
to dvat. as being thought a more suitable term, 
and as suggested by tnfr. xxi. 20. This view I 
find confirmed by Matthei and other eminent 
critics and interpreters, fr. whom it abundantly 
appeara that Orig. here, and too often elsewh., 
heedlessly confounded terms essentially different, 
like émrw. & dvamw., and here brought in Joh. 
xxi. 20 to explain this passage, though quite of 
another nature, and referring to a totally differ- 
ent Panidigear) jaan p indeed, with it merely 
in having or780s employed with the verb, the 
only instance I have found any where either in 
the Scrip. or the class. writers. -As to Joh. xxi. 
20, arn8os is there used as a familiar term— 
and accordingly with some latttude—for the 
poker one KoA7ros, the waist or lap. Now here 

wtweowy is rightly used, as will appear if pro- 
perly understood, viz., in the sense of the Lat. 
emcumbo, ‘to lean towards,’ ‘rest upon,’ as in 
Esth., vii. 8, Sept., "Audy 62 iwewemrwxa inl 
viv xXlvny, had prostrated himself at or to- 
wards the couch of the queen: also Gen. 1. 1, 
Sept., and oft elsewh. This leaning or turning 
to does not imply any turning of posture as to 
body, but only of the head (see Euthym. & 
Bengel), which would effectually, if not esca 
the view of the rest at table, at least preclude 
their hearing the question tis éore; 

After ixetvoe is found otrws in BCEFGHL 
MXA and, Tis, says, 70 curse. [add all the Lam. 
MSS. exc. 528, 1178, 79, Ser. h, i, k, 0; 9 r, 
Mus. 18103, 5576, 5777, 5468, 16183 & 4, 16943, 
17982, Goth. verss., & Euthym.]: and it is ed. 
by Matth., Tis., & Al., perhaps rightly, since 
internal evidence rather confirms strong external 
in its favour. The word was not unlikely to be 
removed by critics as if superfluous, or as seeming 
unintelligible—and thus might on either ground 
be passed over, as it was by all the ancient 
translators exc. the Goth. There is, however, 
little more obscurity than in the use of the same 

icle supr. iv. 6, where see my note. Here 
it seems to mean so—just as he was as to pus- 


ture. ‘ 

26. After dwoxo., Tis. & Al. insert ov», fr. 
BC!LX, It. a, Syr. P., Orig., & Cyr. : but the 
authority for this insertn, derived. fr. a little 
cluster of 4 MSS. almost inseparable, is insuffi- 
cient, esp. as not confirmed by internal evidence, 
since the word was as likely to be inserted as 
removed. It is, indeed, used before dwoxp. supr. 
v. 12 & 19, vi. 43, 68, vii. 16, 47, viii. 41, xiii. 
22. But in almost all those passages the above 
class. of MSS. omit the partwle. St. John is, 
indeed, very sparing in the usc of-particles ; yet 
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ovv forms an — ion; 80 that he may have 
used it here; though if he did, it were very un- 
rae to be removed in all the copies but 4, and 
all the verss. exc. one copy of the It. Internal 
evidence is in favour of Baas for éuBawpas 
just after, adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. BCLX 33, 
Orig. 2, & Cyr. ’Euf8. may, as AL. avers, have 
come fr. || Matt. & Mk.: but the authority is 
too slender to warrant the supposition that it 
did. I agree with Ln. in rejecting the words 
AauBave: «ai, inserted by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BCLMX 33, Orig. The authority is insufi- 
cient, and not confirmed by internal evidence, it 
being far lesa likely that t. rec. was, as AJ. says, 
‘a corrn for elegance” in all the copies bat 6, 
than that in those 6 the words shd have come 
from the scholiasts. 

For texceieery, Tis. & Al. read -rov, fr. 
BCLMNX 1, 33, 157, 435, & 5 curss.—perhaps 
rightly, as may appear fr. note supr. vi. 71. 

. 27. o before "lye. is cancd by Tis. & AL, fr. 
BL: but it is more likely that the 6 should 
have been absorbed by the 6 preceding in two 
copies, than have been added, for no particular 
reason, in all the rest. The same remark 
plies to v. 29, where Tis. & Al. cancel 6, fr. 
only. 

29. I would now bracket 6 before ‘Ivddas, 
cancd by La., Tis., & Al., fr. ABFLMU & ], 
13, 33, 69, & 10 curss. [add Lam. 528, Mus. 
5468, 5777, 5731, 11838, 17470, 17982, 1 m.]. 
Internal evidence is against it. See note on 
Mk. xiv. 43. ' 

30. For soQéws ££4X0., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
&EHAV. evOde, fr. BCDLX 33, 69, 249, 346, It., 

g., Cop., Arm. verss., Orig., & Cyr. But it 
is prob. a mere arbitrary altern of position, such 
as recurs at xix. 34 (where see note) in these 
bas MSS. all exc. 4. 

1. On further consideration I am of the 
same opinion (in wh. Al. now acquiesces) as to 
the right connexion and genuine text at v. 30; 
and the first clause of v.31. This view is also, 
I find, now confirmed by the suffrage of Tis., 
who has in ed. 3 admitted the ovv, which how- 
ever rests, I find, on far weaker authority than 
I had supposed, namely, in the main, on a little 
clueter of copies wh. usually go together, namely, 
BCDLX ], 13, 33, 69, 157, 249, 254, 346, con- 
firmed by the It., Vlg., Cop., & Arm. verss., & 
Orig. ; and prob. derived fr. the Lat. verss., in 
oppositn to the Pes. Syr. and the other Syr. 
verss. However, internal evidence is equally 
balanced, since it wag quite as likely, nay, more 
80, to be expunged by critics, either to clear the 
connexn or to remove tautology. Under these 
circumstances, the word cannot claim to be re- 
ceived, exc. in small character, as I am disposed 
now to express it. 

33. I should now be inclined to read, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., éyw érayw, fr. all the uncials 
exc. 3 and very many cures, [exclus. of Lam. 
528, 1175, 88, 89, Ser. 0, p, é Yr, ¥, W, Z, Mus. 
5731, 5540, 11836, et al.}, k rig., were it con- 
firmed by internal evidence, a however, is 
scarcely the case, as Tis. prob. now sees, who 
has in ed. 3 restored the t. rec., remarking, “at 
ita viii. 21 lectione tantum non fluctuante. 

36. The 2d adrw is cancd by Ln., Tis., & AL, 
fr. BC1L 228, It., Vig., Cop., & Arm. verss. 
But internal evidence, as well as external testi- 
mony, is in favour of the word, wh. was more 
likely to have been expunged by critics in 4 
copies, in. order. to reniove a seeming tautology, 
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than to have been inserted in all the rest. My 
view is confirmed by the fact, that in a few 
eons the first avr is removed. 

he o before "Inc., cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABC!L, was more likely to be removed in 4 
copies (such was the wont of Alexn critics), 
than added in all the rest. Nevertheless, since 
our evangelist is more accustomed to pass over 
than express the art., I wd bracket the 6. 

The reading dxoXovOHjcere di Vorepor, ed. by 
Lo., Tis., & Al., fr. BCLX 1, 33, It., & Vig., 
Orig., Cyr., Chrys., is a manifest corrn of style, 
prob. supeened by the Lat. verss. 

37. The 6 before Ilérp., cancd by Sch., Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. most unciala and very man 
curss. {I can add nearly all the Lam., Scr., & 
Mus. copies], may have arisen fr. the w pre- 
ceding. weep supra v. 8 and also 36; and, 
considering the weight of external authority 
against it, we may regard it as insititious. 

38. For dwexpin, Ln., Tis., & AL edit 
awoxplverat, fr. ABCLX & 10 curss., with 
the later Syr. vera. But it seems an arbitrary 
altern adopted fr. supr. v.26. The removal of 
aire just after by Ln., Tis., & Al. rests, in- 
deed, on much stronger authority than at v. 36, 
namely, ABCKMX and many curss.; but the 
word is sustained by internal evidence, and is 
based on considerable external. 


For wvijce:, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit pwovijicn, 


fr. ABGKUXA and, Tis. says, 70 curss. [add 
Lam. 528, 1175, 88, 92, Scr. h, k, 1, m,n, q, r, 
v, w, x,y, z, H, Mus. 5540, 5731, 16183, 11836, 
17470, 19389}—prob. the true reading, and -oes 
a critl altern for easier sense, and found in the 
most and best copies at || Lk. xxii. 34. Nay, it 
seems doubtful whether John any more than 
Mk. ever used the idiom of the fut. ind. after 
Ewe ov. 

For avapvijcy, internal evidence may seem 
rather in favour of dpyjon, wh. is ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BDLX 1& Orig. Yet it is not admis- 
sible on such slender authority, intern] evidence 
being not quite favourable, since it is far less likel 
to have been adopted, fr. the parall. passages, in a 
the copies but 4, than for the dw. to have been 
lost in those 4 by accident, which is not unfre- 
quently the case with prepositions in composition. 


XIV. 2. I would now receive 3r: after piv, 
with Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. ABCDKLX &, Tis. 
says, 18 curas. [add Lam. 1178 & Ser. p, v, w], 
Syr., It., Vig., and other verss. and fathers, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, since it was less 
likely that or: should have been inserted (as an 
&rt recitativum), than that being there originally, 
it was, from a wrong view of the constrn, mis- 
taken for the dre recit., though tx realy forming 
the conjunction causal, for that, inasmuch as. 

5. For duvaueOa eldévac, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read oidaper, fr. BC1D, It. a, p, Cyr., Tert.: 
and Al. pronounces the t. rec. “‘ an natory 
corrn.” But that such should have crept into 
all the copies exc. 3, and all the verss. exc. 2 
copies of the Ital., is far less probable than that 
oldapey should have arisen fr. a corrn of critics, 
who thought that this reading better corresponded 
to olgapey just before. 

10. For the Ist Aad, Tis. & Al. ed. Aévyu, 


fr. BLNX, It. ©, Cop., Syr. mg., wrongl 
since it is far leas likely that, as Al. avers, vs 


** arose fr. conformation to AaX. following, or fr. 
rc vi. 63,” than that Adyw was a false corrn 
critics who were not aware that, from the 


37—XIV. 21. 153 


logical form of the saying, the éwice repeated 
verb must be the same, whether AaXziv or 
Adyety (comp. 2 Cor. xi. 7, 5 Aad, ob AaAw 
kata xvp.oyv), though internal evidence con- 
firms external testimony in favour of AaX ei», 
wh. is very oft altered by the ancient critics to 
Adyery or elwety. 

1]. For éorw after éuol in the Steph., but 
not in the Elz., edn, there is t external 
authority, namely, ABEGKLMQSUXAA and 
very many cures., exclus. of all the Lam. MSS. 
exc. 1176 & 79, all the Scr. exc. x, y, and several 
Mus. copies. But internal evidence is against 
it, since it was more likely to be tnserted fr. v. 
10 to strengthen the expression by re-assevera- 
tion, than expunged to remove rapes & 

12. The pov after watépa is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABDLQX & 8 curss. [add Ser. 
w, Mus. 5540]: but internal evidence, as well 
as external, is adverse, it being prob. removed 
by critics who thought it superfluous; which, 
however, it is not, since it is almost demanded 
by the context (comp. supr. v. 2 & 7 & in/r. v. 

, insomuch that if not expressed, it must be 
eg which yet would here be very harsh. 

4. After alrjo. Ln. inserts ue, fr. BEHA 
& above 30 curss. [to wh. I can add Lam. 1176, 
77, 92, Scr. h, k, y, H, P (once), Mus. 5540, et 
al}, with both the Syr. verss., the Vig., & Goth., 
also It. c, f: but internal evidence is quite un- 
favourable to its reception, it being, as I have 
shown, against the scope of the passage as it is 
traced by Lampe & Calv., whose able exegesis 
evinces 1t to be unnecessary, as is indeed any 
other addition ; though Ilarépa implied in the 
context may be expressed in a full renderin 
thus: ‘‘ Whatsoever ye shall ask [the Father} 
in my name [i.e. on the score of your being 
mine} to be done for you, it is J that shall do 
it,” equiv. to, I shall be the doer. 

. For xai éyw, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit xayu, 
fr. BDQ 237, 251, Cyr., & Epiph. And they 
repeat the reading en/¥. v. 2] fr. the same MSS., 
with LX & 249, & Cyr. There perhaps it may 
be the genuine reading: but whether here is 
doubtful and must saa on the punctuation, 
wh. if rnpticare’ as R. Steph., Gratz, Scholz, 
& Vat. point, then «dyw may be right; but if 
rnojcate, then xai éym is required, as will 
appear fr. note infr. v. 21. 

or pévy, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 7, fr. BLQX 
[add Knittel b] & 7 It. copies, Syr., Cop., & 
Goth. veras., Chrys., & Cyr.: and Al. pro- 
nounces mévy “‘an explanatory reading fr. v. 
17.” But external evidence for 4 is insufficient 
and not compensated by infernal being in ite 
favour, since such an unnecessary change for 
explanation was far less likely to have come 
into all the MSS. exc. 5, than in those 5 to have 
been introduced by critics for the sake of pre- 
venting the recurrence of the same term at the 
next verse—and thus generally improving the 


composn. The very same critl corrn for the 
same purpose is made by the same critics, and 
adopted by the same editors at xv. 11, where 
see note 


ote. 

19. For Y#orc8e, (rjcere, adopted by Tis, 
& Al., fr. BLX, however weakly attested here, 
is prob. the genuine reading, as will appear fr, 
note supr. v. 25, vi. 58. 

21. For xal éyw, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit xd-ya, 
fr. BDLQXA 1, 249, & Cyr. But the autho- 
rity is insufficient, and must depend on internal 
evidence. Now there is good reason to think 


x 
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that the crasis was not used where the «ai is 
simply ive as after a period, and also after 
a colon, unless where the expression, as here, is 
continuative as ts circumstances, where 
kai has a pregnancy of sense best conveyed by 
and 80, equiv. to and accordingly. Such is cer- 
tainly its use supr. v. 16 (where «dyw is, even 
on less grounds, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al.): and 
thus xayu is prob. genuine. 

22. I still continue to maintain the genuine- 
ness of the «ai before ri yé-yovey, inserted by Gr., 
Sch., Tis., & Al., fr. GHKMQSUAA and, Tis. 
states, above 125 curss., to wh. I can add all the 
Lam. MSS. exc. 1179, all the Ser. exc. s, and 
all the Mus. copies of antiquity and weight. 
The word was passed over by the scribes, or ex- 
cluded by critics from ignorance of this idiomatic 
use of the xai before interrogations commencing 
with ris, thus imparting force and vivacity to 
the interrogation, of wh. see exx. in my Lex. 
N. T. Comp. supr. ix. 86, xai rie dori xipie ; 
where «al is abs. fr. many copies. 

23. 6 before Ino. is cancd by Matth., Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDGKLSUA and 
ron many cures., besides all the Lam. exc. 
1177, 79, all the Scr. exc. 5, and almost all the 
Mus. copies: and I would now bracket it. 

For wotjoousy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read woin- 
ooue@a, fr. BDLX & 7 curss.—a manifest crit. 
corrn, since the msdd. form is earlier and purer 
Greek than the active, wh. is almost peculiar to 

‘the later and Hellenistic Gk, and oft occurs in 
the Gospels, as Lk. i. 68, 72, x. 37, while the 
midd. form occurs no where exc. Lk. xiii. 22, 
and there only in the particip. ro.ovuevos, as in 
Thucyd. i. 131, rqv povny worobmevoe, Jos. 
Ant. viii. 13, 7, and uoviy éiworeiro in Ant. 
xiii. 2, 1. 

28. slwov before wopsvoua: is cancd by Gr., 


. L., T., & A., fr. ABDKLX and eleven 
cursives [add Scr. o, Mus. 5540], several verss. 
and fathers. It smay have been inserted to re- 


move the awkwardness arising from the non- 
agreement of the past and present tenses éydpnre 
and wovevoua:, and hence I wd now bracket 
the word. 

30. rovrav is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
almost all the uncials and many cures. [I can 
add all the Lam. exc. 1179, all the Ser., and 
nearly all the pus), with many verses. and 
fathers. I have brackd and shd be disposed to 
cancel it were not internal evidence almost 
equally balanced, since it may have been inter- 
polated fr. those many of St. John and 
several of St. Paul, in wh. the pronoun is added ; 
but it is more probable, considering its Hebraistic 
and Hellenistic character, that the word was 
there originally, since St. John was unlikely to 
drop the word once. 


XV. 7. For altijcecO6e, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read alrijcacOe, fr. ABLMX &, Tis. says, 50 
curss. [add Lam. ]192, 1193 (once), Scr. h, 0, p, 

,T, H, P (once), Mus, 5468, 15581], & Chrys., 
t., Cop., and other verss. Al. pronounces t. 
rec. “a correcn to apparent sense.” But besides 
that alrijcacbe introduces a form of aor. ] 
imperat. midd. elsewh. unprecedented, it is 
more prob. that alrjgacGs is the correcn, i. e. of 
Grecism, since this use of the fut. ind. for im- 
perat. tssive—which is its force here, as well 
at in none. a ance a éooer—is an 
1om any thing but classical. e two passages, 
as thoy pcoseel fr. the same writer, so are they 
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of the same character, namely, permissive and 

- as said of a privilege. The idiom 
seems, as Est. points out, derived fr. the lax 
language of common life, in which “he shall 
ask ”* is used for ‘“‘ he may ask,” “ let him ask.” 
The reading of AB, &c., was prob. derived from 
or suggested by a marginal scholium. 

9. For Ayam. bu., Tis. & Al. edit tm. Hyar., 
fr. BDL 1, It. a, b, e,q: but the altern of 
positn was prob. introduced by critics dignitatis 
gratiG, as Tis. 3 now sees, who has restored t. 
rec., remarking that “gravitatis caus& vac 
antepositum esse.” At any rate, the t. rec. was 
certainly not, as Al. pronounces, ‘‘a correcn to 
preceding,” for how is it to be imagined that so 
frivolous a correcn could have obtained almost 
general reception ? 

10. As respects the removal of the two words 
vou Iarpds from after to befure rae tvrodae 
by Tis. & Al., fr. B& a few It. copies, & Chrys., 
it is quite ungrounded, being opposed both by 
external testimony and by internal evidence, 
from the far greater likelihood that the words 
shd have been introduced as presenting a more 
class. order in one MS., some It. copies, & 
Chrys., than that they shd have been transposed 
in all the copies but one to the other position, in 
conformation to rde ivroXas pov receding. 

J1. For gelvy, Ln., Tis, & Al. read n, fr. 
ABD & 7 curss. [add Scr. w and the Burl. 
MS. (omd by Wets.)], together with the It., 
Vig., Got., & Syr. P. verss., and some scholiasts. 
But the authority is insufficient, esp. as not con- 
firmed by internal evidence, the 7 being prob. 
adopted in order to prevent tautology (as supr. 
xiv. 16, where see note) fr. the verss., and esp. 
the scholia, e.g. such as occur in Matthei’s 
MSS. a & d, whence it was introduced as a 
stmpler term, and for variation of expression, 
by critics who did not perceive the cy of 
sense existing in pelvy, the term denoting, as 
Calv. remarks, ‘non caducum aut temporale 
esse gaudium, sed quod nunquam excidat vel 
effuat.” Comp. Eph. iii. 18 The words of 
the scholiast in those two MSS. of Matthzi 
quite confirm my view of the origin and pur- 
pose of the above critl correcn. 

13. ovdd ele for obdele in B (alone) was a 
mere crit. corrn (just a8 oidé &y supra v. 5) to 
impart an intensity of sense, here at least not 
needed, though there it might be admitted were 
there competent authority. See my note. That 
the idiom was known to our evang. is certain fr. 
supr. i. 3, ovdé Ev occg in all the copies but D & 
7 curss. The ite cormn is made in Acts iv. 
32, where for ovét sls D & 3 or 4 cures. have 
obdsis, and in | Cor. vi. 5 for odé ale BCG & 


a fow curss. obdels, yet to the weakening of the 
sense: and so in many other where 
some MSS. have ovda els or obdi Yy. In such 


cases the altern was prob. made by critics un- 
aware that the idiom, though of very rare occur- 
rence in the N. T. (being there found only 
thrice, namely, once in St. Luke, once in St. 
John, and once in St. Paul, but not once in the 
Sept.), yet occurs, however seldom, in some of 
the beat class. writers, never, howr, in the tra- 

dians, but occasionally in. the early comic 

ramatists, as Aristoph. Ran. 97, Plut. 138, and 
not uniregy in the later, as Menand. & Diphil., 
and also the later poets, as Theocr. xxiii. 3, evda 
gy. It is very rare in the prose writers: yet it 
occurs in the Tabula Horacleotica i. 8 and in 
Thucyd. viii. 86, et al., Hdot. iii. 125, and pee- 
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haps 104, Xen. Hist. ii. 3, 39, not unfreq. in 
Hippocr., and occasionally in Jos. & Philo. 

. For dea, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 2, fr. DL 
& 10 curss. [add Ser. q, v, z], It., & Vig.: but 
the reading, as will appear fr. my notes supr. iv. 
29, 39, 45, was a mere crit. correcn to a more 
precise snd class. expression. 

16. For de, Tis. & Al. edit doy, fr. EGHM 
&, Tia. says, 65 cures. {add Lam. 528, 1175, 76, 
77, 92}, Ser. i, 1, m, n, q, r, t,u, x, P, Mus, 
1810, 5777, 11836, 16184, sie tel cet & very 
ancient lectionary from Crete partly collated by 
me. This form is quite pure Greek, being 
found in Hom. Odyss, xii. 216, aixa wo0i Zeds 
Ay tévde y'’ bd 0 pov brexpuytety cai dX0Eat. 
And if it could be proved to be one of prose as 
well as verse, it might be adopted here. It ie, 
however, a very ancient idiom, and may have 
been retained, in the ordinary and provincial 
use, where it had been long disused in the lan- 
guage of books, but still lingered in that of con- 
versation and common life, 

21. For oniv, Lan., Tis., & Al. ed. ale dues, 
fr. BDL 1, 33, It. & Syr. verss., & Chrys. But 
it seems a mere corrn, to impart ter per- 
spicuity, by critics unaware of the force of the 

tvus tncommod: after this verb, a constrn wh., 
however rare, recurs at Heb. xiii. 6, 7 wouoes 
poe avOp., also at Acts ix. 13, xaxa éwolyos 
wots dyloc (where several copies have els 
a&ylous), the Sept. at Gen. xx. 9, and also in De- 
mosth. p. 855, 15, ri aor wortcovery ol paprupss, 
the only certain clasel example known to me. 

22. 1 hesitate to follow La., Tis., & Al. in 
receiving bere & v. 24 s{yocay, fr, BLN 1, 19, 
33, Orig. 2, Cyr. 3—since I cannot find any 
other ex. of this provincial form of the 2 aor., 
at least of Zxecv. Hence it may have come fr. 
the scribes, who might be acquainted with it 
from colloquial use. If, however, as there is 
some reason to think, the form exists in Orig. 
& Cyril, it may have been used by St. John, as 
&AGocav prob. was by Mk. ix. 3% Certainly 
the form occurs not unfreq. in the Sept., and 
mari er seem : vost of Alexandn, and also 
perhaps of Syrian Greek. 

24. For rewoinxey, Ln. & Al. edit troincen, 
fr. ABDIKUX & 12 curas. [add Scr. p, w, Mus. 
6540, 16183], & Chrys.: but Tis. 3 restores 
wewroink., rightly, since internal evidence rather 
confirms its genuineness, from the far less like- 
lihood that wea. should have been, as Al. avers, 
“* a corrn to sense,” than that éw. should have 
been a corrn to what strict propriety of language 
(see Liicke),—however, occasionally relaxed,— 
would call for. 

25. The reading 6 tv rw véuw aitav yrye., 
ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDGLX 1, 264, pet. 
2, It., Vig., & Arm. verss., Orig. & Cyr., is prob. 
a mere corrn of composn by transposition sug- 
gested by the Latin copies. 

26. d& is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BA, 
pet. 2, It. c, Cop., & some fathers. But the 
euthority for expungement is next to nothing, 
esp. as not confirmed by internal evidence, since 
it were more probable that the particle should 
have been, as perpetually, left out by error of 
ascribes, than have been dro by the evangel., 
though almost indispensable to the course of 
reasoning, as ably traced by Lampe. 


XVI. 7. dy& after ydp is abs. in t. rec., 
with BDLY & no small number of curss.,also the 
Vig. & Cop. verss., & 2 copies of the It. & Cyr. 
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Alex. Butit has placein AEGH MSUXTAA &, 
Tis. says, 120 curss., excl. of all the Lam. exc. 
1179, all the Ser. exc. s, z, & a few of the most 
ancient Mus. copies, esp. 5540. It was cancd in 
Tis. 2, but restored in Tis. 3, rightly, since in- 
ternal evidence confirms the strongest exter 

in ite favour. 

10. wou after war. is cancd by Tis., after 
Griesb., fr. BDL 1, 33, 157, It., Vig., Cop., Sah., 
fEth. verss., Cyr. & Chrys., but wrongly, since 
by the removal of the pronoun the most touch- 
ing feature of the declaration,—wherein there is 
an allusion to our Lord’s reception into the 
bosom of His Father, from whom He had before 
come,—is lost. Comp. xx. 17, dvaBaive wode 
tov II. nov. See also supr. xiv. 20, 21, Matt. 
x. 22, Lk. xxii. 29, and those many ees in 
this Gospel where 6 war. you is used (esp. i. 18) 
to expreas the nearness and dearness of the con- 
nexion. 

12. The prog} imty Adyeiv, adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BLY 33, 118, Vig., Orig., Ath., 
& Cyr., is a mere critl correcn of style, prob. 
suggested by the Lat. verss. & Orig., who fre- 
anertly in citation applies a touch of classical 

18f. 

13. For ele wadcoav thy dAnGeiapv, Tis. 3 still 
continues to retain the reading év ry &AnOei 
waoy, on the slender authority of DL 1, 

2 pet., & Cyr., resting, of course, almost wholly 
on éxte evidence, wh., however, is not so 
entirely favourable to the reading as it ought to 
be to justify its reception. The other two read- 
ings must be sup to have been called for 
by this, though they show how much of fauper- 
ing the text had experienced at an early period. 
As to what Tis. says, that the reading he adopts 
has no appearance of having sprung fr. the hand 
of scistidation: the very same may be said of t. 
Tec., with this difference, that one may best 
account for its alteration by critics, who, as Al. 
iar out, knowing how much more common is 

vy and dat. after ddnyéo (see Ps. xxiv. 5, 
Ixxxv. 11, exviii. 35), hence thought fit to e- 
troduce that construcn on pure conjecture. In 
fact, t. rec. is the more difficult ing, and for 
that reason the more likely to be altered by the 
critics, who were actuated by the desire to 
remove difficulty and impart more verbal accu- 
racy. Besides, the more difficult reading, when 
it conveys a stronger and deeper sense, 1s more 
likely to be genuine than the easier and 
smoother: now that is the very case here, since 
to be a guide into, or unto, any truth, is more 
than to “ guide in the truth,” i.e. ‘‘to teach it ;” 
though the latter may well be implied in the 
former, asin a passage of Rabbi Eliezer, cited 
by Lampe, where he says of the patriarch Jo- 
seph, that “the Spirit of holiness dwelt upon 
him from his boyhood until the day of his death, 
and led him iaéo (thus guiding him t) every 
word of wisdom (comp. Ps. xxiv. 5), as a shep- 
herd guides his flock.” Thus there is in this use 
of ddnyéw a pregnancy of sense, by the blending 
of two construcns, the dat. construcn being im- 
plied in the other. : 

15. For Ajweras, I would now, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., read AauPava, fr. almost all the 
uncials and very many curss. [besides all the 
Lam. copies exc. 3, all the Scr. exc. 5, and also 
Mus. 1810, 5731, 5468, 11838, 16943, 17982), 
later Syr., & the most ancient copy of the It., 
also Cyr., Kpiph., & Petr. Alex. ap. Phot., con- 
firmed by internal evidence, from Anw. being 
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prob. a corrn to match Ary. v. 14. This use of 
the pres. tense for the fut., to intimate the abso- 
lute certainty of an event, by representing it as 
actually taking place, forms an idiom quite in 
the style of the evangelist, both in his Gospel 
and in his Apocalypse, esp. when some future 
event is represented prophetice, as something 
equally certain as if it were already present. So 
Urayw at next verse. 

16. I still retain the words Sr: iyw iwdayo 
awpos tov Ilat., cancd by Tis. & Al., though 
only on the authority of BDL & 4 It. copies, 
Cop. & Sah. verss.; and Al. pronounces the 
words “inserted to suit v.17.” But that the 
antetpoledion should have got into all the copies 
exc. three in the very closest connexion, and all 
the verss. of any weight, is incredible. As to 
the Ey here, as well as at v. 17, it cannot confirm 
the suspicion of interpolation of the words, since 
there is strong evidence to show that it is not 

nuine, it being abs. fr. AEGHKMN*SUrAA 

very many ancient cures., exclus. of Lam. 
528, 1175, 76, 77, 78, 88, 93, all the Scr. copies 
exc. i, 8, v, H, P, and a few Mus. ones. I would 
now double-bracket the word, but not at v. 17, 
though omitted in ABLMA & }1 curss., excl. 
of Lam. 1]75, Scr. p, q, w, z, & Mus. 11838, 
since here internal evidence is equally balanced; 


so that it is very possible it may enuine: 
and certainly it is very suitable as to the sense, 
which is: “I, I say, for my » am going to 


depart unto the Father”—said by euphemism of 
departure by death, by an idiom formed on 
Hebraism, and oft occurring in the ag 

8. ri ort Tovro, ed. by Ln., fr. BDLY, 2 
curss., & Orig., is a mere altern to the more 
usual position of the words, but one by wh. 
the spirit of this touching address almost eva- 
porates. 

19. oby is caned by Tis. & Al., fr. DL 1, 33, 
157 al., It. a, b, Cop. & Arm. But it cannot 
well be dispensed with, and was doubtless 
omitted by carelessness of scribes, who very oft 
omit, as ancient verss. pass over, the particle; 
of wh. I have adduced numerous exx. elsewh. 

20. The 2nd éé is cancd by Ln. & Al., fr. 
BDL 1 & some verss.; but retained by Tis., 
rightly, since internal evidence is strongly in its 
favour, from its having been manifestly ex- 
punpee as oft by critics (see note on Matt. iii. 

) from ignorance of its , wh. is here not 
adversuttve, but exegetical. 

23. Sre after duty is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BCDLY 42 [add Lam. 1189}, It., Vlg., Syr. 
verss., Orig., Ath., Cyr.: and I am now inclined 
to bracket the word, wh. is discountenanced by 
internal evidence, sinee it may have been, as 
Tis. thinks, brought in by critics who had in 
mind kindred passages, spr. xiv. 13, xv. 16, &c. 
But see his note supr. x. 7 (ed. 9), and my 
remark thereon, also iv. 29, 39, 45, xv. 19. As 
respects the transpn of év vw dy. wou by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. the same MSS., I must still de- 
cline to adopt it on such slender authority, in- 
ternal evidence being equally balanced, for the 
words may have been transposed farther back, to 
prevent the words, when repeated, from coming 
too close together, 

25. For dvayy., Ln., Tis, & Al. adopt 
axayy., fr. 10 uncials, but only 4 curss. (add 
Scr. w, Mus. 5540] : hence I still retain dvayy., 
pearing anrayy. as arising fr. a gloss, which, 
indeed, occurs supr. v. 15, in DKUA & 20 
curss., besides Scr. o, x, z. 


See note on Mk, vy, . 
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14 & 19, and on Acts xvi. 38. ’Avayy. much 
oftener occurs in the Sept., and hence was more 
likely to be used by the evangelists, esp. John. 
Besides, dvayy. was more likely to be altered 
to dwaryy. than the converse. 

27. Por @eov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read rarpés, 
fr. BCDX 77, 249 [add Scr. z, once ]—insuffi- 
cient authority, and not sustained by internal 
evidence, since warpds is prob. a crit. altern, as 
Tis. now sees, who has restored Geov. 

28. For rapa, Ln., Tis., & Al. read é«, fr. 
BCLX 33, 249: and Al. pronounces wapa “a 
repetition of the preceding.” But that chan 
was far less likely to have come into all the 
MSS. exc. 6, than the change of rapa to éx in 
those 6 to have been a crit. altern for the pur- 
pose of imparting a variation of expression. 

29. abra is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BC*D9A 
1, 262, pet. 2, Scr. wi, & It. an evident crit. 
emendn common in MSS. of Alex. text. Before 
wapp. Ln., Tis., & Al. insert év, fr. BCD, sup- 
posing the word either overlooked after vuy, or 
removed to conform to v. 25. But that such an 
absorption should have extended to almost all the 
copies is not to be thought of; and that the result 
of such conformation shd have come into all the 
copies but three is incredible. 

. voy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & A., fr. 
ABCDLX & 33, Cop. & Sah. verss., who sup- 
pose it interpolated fr. supr. v. 25. But it was far 
more likely, in so few copies, to have been coe 
over by scribes, as at Matt. xxvii. 43 in AH & 
60 curss., exclus. of Lam. 1177, 79, Scr. p, w, y, 
z,—though there it may have been removed by 
critics, who thought it an ipo Git eariiee 
wh. is by no means the case, there being rather 
an intensity of sense imparted. 


XVII. 1. After %va, xal is cancd by La. & 
Al., fr. ABCD J, 96, 97, Scr. i, z, H, P, It., 
Vig., Syr., & Goth.; but it seems to have been 
removed by critics, and ed over by trans- 
lators as unnecessary ; whereas it is intensive, 
imparting strength to the wording. Render: 
“that thy Son too may glorify Thee.” The 
2nd cov is cancd by Tis. 3, fr. BC 47, 64, It. d, 
e, y?, Or. Victor.; but wrongly, since internal 
evidence confirms the strongest external in 
favour of the word, which was more likely to be 
expunged in 4 MSS. in order to avoid repetition, 
than to have been inserted, for no particular 
reason, in all the rest. 

4, rsdelwoas is wrongly ed. by Ln., fr. ABCL 
& 4 curss. [add Scr. w], It., Cop., A&th., & Syr. 
p & Cyr. It may be, what Al. thinks, an 
emendn of style, like the éwdpas at v. 1; but 
the case is not of the same. kind, and the reading 
may rather have arisen from error of scribes. 
At any rate, the altern not a little detracts from 
the strength of the sentiment, as will ap fr. 
the able tracing of the connexion with the con- 
text, and the logie of the passage, by T. Aquin. 
and Lampe. 

6. For t. rec. rernprixact, the reading raté- 
pyxay, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDL, is prob. 
the genuine one. This form of 3rd pers. oom 
pret. in —xav occurs not unfreqy in the Sept. 
(at least in Cod. AB & other uncials, and 
ancient curss.), and was no doubt of Alex. Gk, 
and hence may have been of Syrian Gk, and 
have had place here. Comp. éyvwcay, v. 7: 
elpnxav, Rev. xix. 3: yéyovay, Rev. xxi. 6: 
xizwoi8ay, in Sept. 

ll. For ods, Lu., Tis. & Al. edit o, fr. 
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almost all the uncials and very many curss. ae 
all the Lam. MSS. exc. 1175, 87, Scr. h, i, k, 1, 
m, 0, 0, p, w, x, y, H, P, and the best Mus. 
copies}; and since internal evidence is in its 
favour,—the t. rec. being prob., as Al. says, “a 
corrn to apparent sense,”—I am now disposed to 
receive it, but not the # for ods at next v., fr. 
such insufficient evidence as BCL 33, 64, & 
Cyr. It would seem that the reading arose 
from critics, who introdnced it for adaptation to 
precedg. Kai after xaOass is subjoined by Tis., 
fr. BMSUY & 12 curss. [add Scr. y]; and 
internal evidence is in its favour, since it was 
more likely to have been removed by critics as un- 
necessary, or passed over inadvertently by scribes, 
than i: lated for no particular reason. In- 
deed, wherever «a@ws occurs in the t. rec. there 
are generally some copies which are without the 
«ai, from one of the above two causes, generally 
the former. 

12. The words év rw xoopw are cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BOCDL & 2 curss., It, Vig., 
Cop., & Sah. veras., with Cyr., Hil., & Aug.: 
and internal evidence is somewhat against them. 
Yet they were prob. removed by critics, who 
thought them tautological and unnecessary. 
But see note on v.1. Before éptAaka, Ln, 
Tis., & Al. prefix xai, fr. BCL 33, 64, It. a, 
Cop., Sah., & Arm. veres., & Cyr.; and internal 
evidence is somewhat in favour of it. Yet that 
evidence is so equally balanced, that the reading 
is not entitled to be received. 

15. Though Mai recognizes t. rec. rnpijoge, 
as being in B, yet it is probable that it is only a 
2nda manu, and that rnpyoere was the original 
reading, as Bartolocci attests; which I find con- 
firmed by Matth. q, v, & Lam. 1189, 93. But 
the question is whether this represents a real 
reading. or is only an téacism. Its existence in 
Lam. 1189, 93 confirms the latter view, those 
copies being full of itacisms, & Matth. MS. q 
having not a few. 

16. The reading of Ln., Tis., & Al. ob« elul 
éx Tov xoopou, fr. ABCDLXA & 4 curss. [add 
Lam. 1193], has internal evidence in its favour ; 
but it may be a mere transposn suggested by 
supr. v. 14 sine v. 1. 

17. gov is cancd by Ln. & Al., fr. ABCDL, 
but only one curs. (No. 1), It, Vulg., Goth., 
Sakh., & Cyr.; while Tis. retains cov, rightly, 
since to suppose it added, as Al. supposes, “ te 
conform to the coy after dyouar: at v. 11,” and 
to have come into all the copies exc. 6, is incre- 
dible. It was far more likely to be re in 
erder to conform to v. 19, where in no copy is 
cou added. Besides, by parting with the cov 
we exclude an important point of doctrine, ably 
opened out by Lampe, where he sets forth the 
difference between Ty 4X18. and ty dA. cov, 
in which latter, he shows, “aliquid altius est 
cogitandum, quia hic sigillatim de veritate Dei 
Patris agitur.” There is no need of the cov 
being added at v. 19, because it may very well 
be smplied to mean the above-mentioned truth. 


XVIII. 1. I am yet of the same opinion, with 
AL, as to the truth of the reading rou Kiépe», 
notwithstanding that Tis. 3 still retains the t. rec. 
tay Kidpwy, tho’ against internal evidence of 
the strongest kind, as represented by Robins. 
Lex. in v.: a procedure which wd little be ex- 

ted from a critic like Tis., who cannot fail to 
now that there ere cases in which a very small 
amount of external authority, when it is very 
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ancient (as is the case here), especially when it 
is confirmed by undoubted evidence of ancient 
verss.—as is also the case here,—ainay suffice to 
establish a reading. 

4, For é&eAOay elw., Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
&Env. xal Aéyas, fr. BCD 1, 2 pet. al., with Syr., 
It., Sahid. verss.; and Al. pronounces t. rec. ‘an 
emendn of style:” but that such a petty polish- 
ing should have come into all the copies exc. 5, 
is far less likely, than that in those 5 the read- 
ing should have originated in a capricious alten 
of critics, suggested by the versions, but chiefly 
intended to correct the style by removing a flaw 
in constrn, arising fr. the two participles. 

5. 6 ‘Ino., cancd by T. & A. (not Ln.), fr. 
BD & 5 curss., cd never have been meant as & 

loss, but it may have come fr. the scholiasts. 
t is howr more prob. that the words were ex- 
cluded by fastidious critics. 

7. éwnp. abrods, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCLUXY and 10 curas., has internal evi- 
dence in its favour, since it cd hardly have been 
a transpn of critics, whereas the other position 
might ; and it was prob. suggested by the Ital. & 
early Vlg. copies. 

10. I cannot yet receive &rdptoy, for reasons 
which will appear fr. my note on Mk. xiv. 47. 

1]. Interna] evidence for the absence of cov 
is so strong, consisting of almost all the uncials, 
and the great body of the cursives (excl. of the 
most ancient Lam., as 1176, 77, 78, 79, 87, 
Scr. i, 1, m, n, p, t, v, w, y, H, Mus. 5540, 
16184, 17470, ign 19389, & Cov. 1, omd by 
Mill), that its authenticity cannot be main- 
tained, notwithstanding internal evidence is in 
its favour, since it was more likely to be ex- 
punged to improve the Grecism, than to be in- 
serted fr. the || Matt., esp. since moat of the ancient 

SS., wh. are without the cov here, are with- 
out it there. So that under the circumstances 
of the case, I cannot do more than place the 
word in single brackets. 

13. Tis. 3 has now restored abroy after dar- 
Hyayov, which he had with Ln. caned, fr. only 
BD & 6 cures., to wh. I can add Scr. v, z, H, 
and also the a of the Scr. x, the words 
xai dwyyayov a’roy, though absent in the copy, 
being prob. lost by homeotel. 

14. dwoOaveiy for dwodéiobar, ed. by Ln., 
fr. BC!1D*LX and 13 curss., isa mere emendn 
of critics derived fr. supr. xi. 50, or an altern of 
a reviser derived fr. a scholiast. 

16. The reading 6 yvworde Tov apy., ed. 
by Tis. & Al. (not Lu.), fr. BCILX, Cop., is 
evidently a crit. corrn of style, by compression, 
prob. suggested by some copies of It. vers, At 
next v. the er of ra Tlérpm, adopted by 
Tis. & Al. (not Ln.), fr. the same uncials, and 
likewise without the support of cures., came fr. 
the same quarter, but here the Ital. copies (b, c) 
have been preserved. At v. 18, the very same 
uncials Seat another transpn, namely, ju dé 
wai 6 II. gsr’ aétr., which howr has in this 
case been receivedsby Ln.; but excluded by 
Tis. & Al. rightly,—but why was not the same 
judgment exercised at the two other passages ? 

. For éAdAnoa, AeA aAnna, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCLX YA and 10 curss., 
is prob. the genuine reading; and the other an 
altern of critics. AeAdAnxa is the more likely 
to be the true reading, since internal evidence 
isin its favour from its being not improbable that 
the pret. tense was altered to the aorist, to match 
with the following sorists ididaka & iAdAnoa, 
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whereas the preter. is equally suitable, and quite 
allowable, if we regard the next words as form- 
ing almost a fresh sentence; and this mode of 
punctuation is confirmed by the éy# following, 
wh. would otherwise not have been employed. 

L have brackd the +7 before cuvaywyn (wh. 
Ln., Tis., & Al. have cancd), fr. almost all the 
uncials, and the bulk of the curss., to which add 
all the Lam. exc. 1179, all the Scr. exc. s, z, 
and all the Mus. copies exc. a very few. As 
respects the fluctuation of reading in wavrora 
&e., I still retain wayrore, as confirmed both 
by a considerable addition of authority in nearly 
ail the Lam. & Scr. MSS., and many Mus. 
copies, and by internal evidence, the other two 

ings, as also wayree in other copies, being 
all corrections to remove the tautology; though, 
as Al, observes, in Joln’s manner. 

21. For éwepwras & ixepwrncav, Ln. & 
Tis. edit, fr. ABCLXY 33, & 2 other curss., 
with Cyr. & Chrys., ipwras and ipwrnaov: 
while Al. edits ipwr. and éwepwr.,—a course 
certainly wrong—since it is very unlikely that 
there shd have been such a variation in the 
term—and that pursued by Ln. & Tis., not cer- 
tainly right, though éwep. may prob. have been 
a mere critl emendn suggested by scholiasts in 
order more fully to develope the sense. The 
same has happened elsewh., as at Matt. xxi. 14, 
in D & al, Mk. iv. ]0, D, & Lk. ix. 45, CD 
et al,, ed. by Ln., Joh. viii. 7, in several curss., 
ix. 15, in D & al., ix.23, in B. But sometimes, 
however rarely, the reverse occurs, by wh. the 
compound is changed to the simple, as Acts i. 
6, éwep. to ipwr., ed. by Ln. However, on 
the whole, I am disposed to bracket the éw. in 
both words. 

22. Internal evidence may seem not adverse 
to the reading els wapsornxws twv Uwno., 
ed, by Ln. & Tis. 3, fr. B, and 3 It. copies, Vig., 
& Cyr.: but it cannot be adopted on such 
slender authority, esp. since the tran may, 
in that one MS., have arisen fr. carelessness of 
scribe, which was the more likely to have hap- 
pened, since the samo error, by the collators 
putting one reading for another, was committed 
in three out of the four collations of the 
Cod. B. 

29. For II:Adros bere & at the other passage 
of this Gosp., and the passages where it occurs 
in the other Gospels, also at Acts iii. 13, iv. 27, 
xiii, 28 (but not at | Tim. vi. 13), B always, 
& generally C & L, read WeAdros, wh. Tis. 
3 thinks shd be edited. I cannot agree with 
him, since it seems to me more probable that 
II e:X. arose fr. ttacism, or rather a peculiar mode 
of spelling, found in certain countries, and form- 
ing a kind of provincialism. That St. Paul did 
not an this spelling confirms my view, 

30. For xaxowoids, Tis. & Al. read xaxoy 
wow, fr. B & It. e« But it seems a mere 
crit. correcn to a purer Gr. term, since xaxo- 
wows only occurs in the later-Gr. writers, as 
Pelyb. & Synes., and as it eccurs in the Sept., 
it was more likely to be used by John than 
«axdv wWotev, wh. is never found in the Sept., 
nor elsewh. in the N. T. That xaxcdy wor. shd 
have been altered to xaxo7. in all the copies 
but two, is far less credible than that in those 
two (almost fellow-copies), one of the very 
numerous crit. corrections of style shd have been 
brought in. 

. abrw, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr 


ADU 1, 33, 157, 299, 2 pet., & 5 others [add 
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Lam. 1175, Ser. p], is only another of the exx. 
of the expungement of pronguns 80 perpetually 
occurring in the Alexn MSS. 


XIX. 3. On further consideration, I am in- 
clined to receive the words xai fipyovro wpde 
aurov, adopted by Lan., Tis., & AL, fr. BLUXA 
&, Tis. says, 20 curss. (excl. of Lam. 1175, 92, 
Ser. p, v, w, Mus. 5540, et al., with several 
verss. and fathers), That the words were ex- 
punged because not understood (as Al. supposes) 
is incredible: and that they were interpolated 
to improve the narrative is, 1 admit, too gratui- 
tous a supposition to be safely adopted. The 
most probable way of accounting for the abeence 
of the words is to suppose that they were acci- 
dentally omitted, either in consequence of the 
xai—«ai, or, as Al. supposes, of the atrdy— 
avtdv, wh., however, is less to be approved. 

4, obw after é&HA0. is cancd by Tis. 3, fr. 
DP 1, 106, 157, 2 pet., & 3 others [add Ser. 
y], while Ln. adopts xal 2&A0., fr. ABKLX 
and 8 cures. [add Scr. w}. But I have already 
shown that neither of these emendns (such they 
are) is admissible. They both arose, as I pointed 
out (and in thie Al. acquiesces), from the true 
reference in ov» (which here marks sequence, de- 
noting continuation) being not perceived by the 
critics. It may best be rendered thereupon. 

6. I still continue to exclude the adrd» 
(though confirmed by almost all the Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies), internal evidence being quite 
against it, as manifestly interpolated fr. 
vy. 15 in all the copies, and the || Mk. & Lk. 

12. For éxpafov, Ln., Tis., & Al. (ed. 2) read 
éxpabyafoy, fr. ABY and nearly 20 bag ering 
Lam. 1178, 87, Scr. h, i, 0, p, P, Mus. 5540, 
5777, 14774, 11838, 18211, 19389]. 1am now 
induced to adopt the reading, for reasons wh. 
will appear from note on Lk. iv. 41. 

13. rov before B1juaror is cancd by La., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABDILUX and 15 curss. [add Ser. 
p, W]: but internal evidence is equally balanced ; 
otherwise J would brack. the word. 

14. dé is cancd by Ln., Tis., & A)., fr. ABD 
LMUXA &, Tis. says, 60 curses. [add Lam. 
1192, Scr. 1, m, n, 0, p, q, t, x, y, & Mus. 1810, 
5540, 14774, 16943). But it was prob. cancd 
in order to remove tautology. Other crities (as 
appears fr, MS. 1) removed the former d2, and 
retained the latter. 

16. For 62, Tis. & Al. read ov», fr. BDLX 
33, 249 [add Lam. 528, 1175], & 7 Ital. copies, 
Cop., & Cyr. But though internal evidence is 
rather in favour, it seems a mere crit. emendn 
to more suitable particle. 

20. I would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
© Towos T. wOX., fr. almost all the uncials, & 
very many curss., exclus. of all the Lam. exc. 
1179, all the Scr. exc. s, and all the Mus. copies 
exc. 15581. On nearly the same weight of 
authority, also confirmed by internal evidence, 
I would now receive 6 wad. avrny at v. 27. 

26. For iéod, I am now inclined to receive, 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., ids, fr. BDMXA &, Tis. 
says, 80 curss., excl. of nearly all the Lam. & 
Scr., & 11 of the most ancient Mus. copies— 
not, however, for the reason alleged by Al., 
**beeause idgod is not so common in John,” 
in fact, it only occurs fwice (xii. 15 being a quo- 
tation fr. the Sept.) ; but because ide is very oft 
used by Joh. both in his Gosp. and in the Apocal., 
also occasionally by Matt. & Mk., and by St 
Paul, but not by It was a provincial, i. e. 
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Ssrian-Gr. & Cilician idiom, and also one of 
ordinary Greek. So Moris says: Ide ’Artrixise 
ido “EAAnvixw@s, So Hesych. & Zonar., ide: 
léob. Hence the idiom might well occur both 
there and here, though in each passage changed 
by the critics to the usual and ordinary Idov. 
It is observable that in both of the above pas- 
sages the word occurs twice; and, of course, 
what was written in the first must have been in 
the 2d; though in each pas the reading of 
the 2d either differs, or is far leu strongly sup- 
ported. Here iée occurs only in BL and [2 
curss., exclus. of Scr. k & Mus. 15581. 

28. For wavra fjén, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
hén wavra, fr. ABDLUXY and many curss. 
[add Lam. 528, Scr. ], m,n, w,zJ. The read- 
ing is very ancient, and since internal evidence 
is rather in its favour, may prob. be the genuine 
one. 

29. Tis. 3 confirms the view wh. I have taken 
of the true reading of this verse, of wh. the text 
had got into strange confusion in many of the 
most ancient MSS. & verss.: and he has ad- 
duced several remarks carrying out what I had 
previously suggested, as to the origin of a text 
constructed in so rash and random a manner. 

31. The transposn of éwsi wapackevy iy to 
before iva, adopted in BLXY and 9 curss. in 
the closest connexion with them, is now justly 
a ria by Tis. as arising fr. crit. emendn. 

. For 200de d&nr., T. & A. read é&yA. 
«80s, wh. rests on strong authority, 10 uncials 
& 60 curss.; the former, only on BLXY and 
a few curses. Yet the latter has no sufficient 
claim to be received, espy if, for ev@is, evOiwe 
be, as it almost certainly is, the true reading; 
for that particle in this Gospel invariably stands 
ws the verb, as it does always in the Sept. 

ence it is likely that ev@ds, as the adj. ad- 
verliascens, would be so placed, and so it occurs 
supra xiii. 32 in all the copies, It is true that 
infra xxi. 3 it is placed after the verb in all the 
copies, at least all that dave the word. But 
there the above editors themselves reject the word ; 
and therefore they cannot adduce it in confirma- 
tion of the position which they espouse here. 


XX. 11. The position of TE before xdai- 
ovea, adopted by Lan., Tis., & Al., fr. 9 uncials 
and several curse. [add Lam. 1193], is now by 
Tis. restored to its ordinary place after «A., 
where it certainly has more of propriety and 
force. 

14. «ai before ravra is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& AL, fr. ABDSX & 10 curss. [add Ser. w), but 
without reason, since internal evidence confirms 
Mat Mito external in its favour, from the great 
probability of its having been removed by cri- 
tics, who were not aware of its force, and who 
seeing it passed over in the verss., cancd it. Its 
true force here is not copulative, but continua- 
tive in respect of time, when any thing is spoken 
of as done immediately after what has just been 
narrated, and is thus equiv. to rove, thereupon. 

16. The position £61xae avrdv, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. 10 uncials and very many 
curses. [add all the Lam. MSS. exc. 528, and 
almost all the Scr. & Mus. copies], has internal 
evidence in its favour, and is prob. genuine. 

17. I am now inclined to bracket the ov, 
cancd by Lo. & Tis., fr. BDX, internal evi- 
dence being decidedly against it, since it was far 
less likely to be removed than to be tnserted fr. 
below. Yet it may have been expunged in order 
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to remove tautology. Thus the pov before is 
omitted in several copies, 

8. Ln., Tis., & Al. read dyyéAXovea, fr. 
ABX (only): and Al. regards the readings 
awayy. (t. rec.) & dvayy. in EGA & al., as 
‘* corrections to more usual expressions.” But, 
considering that the simple verb dyyé\Xw no 
where occurs either in the N. T. or the Sept., it 
is far less likely to have been here used by St. 
John (who eleewh. oft uses buth those com- 
pounds), than that in those three MSS. the 
prepn in composn was accidentally lost, as oft, 
and espy in a case like this, where the abbrevn 
for dw’ was likely to be absorbed in the dyy. 
following, of wh. I have observed another in- 
stance in Xen. Cyr. vi. 2, 7 (or 19 Poppo). 

19. I would now bracket ouvyyuévor, cancd 
by Lu., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDLA and 6 curss. 
[add Scr. k, 0], and internal evidence is agst it. 

25. For ruwoy, rowov, found in A and 4 
cures., and most uncritically adopted by Ln., 
arose fr, error of scribes, who very oft confound 
o and uv, from their being made in some copies 
so much alike. I find, indeed, that Tis. too, 
3d ed., receives rowov, wh. Meyer also adopts, 
Al. with unusual discretion rejects the reading 
of his German colleagues, and calls in question 
the inferences which Meyer draws, justly re- 
marking that ‘the authority is but weak, and 
the mistake so obvious, that we can hardly with 
any estey adopt them.” However, he seems not 
to have discovered the origin of the false read- 
ing, which I apprehend arose from error of 
scribes, who would the more readily make a 
mistake, as being unacquainted with the word 
vTbwot, While familiar with rowos. Besides, it 
has to be proved that such a use of rémos, in con- 
nexn with ijAos, as is here supposed, ever existed. 

28. 1 would now et the «al before 
dmexp., cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDG 
LX and 12 curss., not cancel it, for a reason 
wh. will appear from note supra. 


XXI. 3, suds is cancd by Ln, Tis., & AL, 
fr. BCDXA 1, 33, 69, 2 pet.; but without 
reason, since internal evidence confirms the 
strongest external in ite favour, from ite being 
far less likely to have been snserted, espy in so 
unusual a position, than to have been removed 
because regarded as useless, nay, perhaps thought 
ineptum, as Schulz styles it; which is far from 
being the case, since it has a graphic effect. It 
was, I suspect, removed by critics from its awk- 
ward position, which was, however, assigned to 
it, in order to bring the verb and its adjunct 
together, esp. since the placing of the adv. where 
it w has an tndensive force, and the best English 
rendering (formed partly on Tyndale) is this 
“ Then gd went their way and embarked on 
board the skiff straightways.” Comp. Spenser, 
“ Let _me straightway in that long voyage fare.” 

4. For yevoudyne, Tis. 2 & 3 reads yivopd- 
yyns, fr. ABCDEP and 10 curss. add. Lam. 
528, Scr. h, k, 0, w, Mus. 5540, 15581]: and 
internal evidence being in its favour, as more 
suitable to the context, and for reasone wh. will 
appear fr. my note on Mk. ii. 15, I am disposed 
to adopt it. 

6. For ioxveay, Ln., Tis., & Al. read loyvoy, 
fr. BCDLA &, Tis. says, 10 curss. [add Lam. 
1175, Scr. o, P; w, Mus. 1810, 11a38{ and Al. 

ronounces the t. rec. “a correcn to suit i8a- 
ov.” But loxvoy is rather a correcn of tense, 


such as Alex. critics perpetually propound. 
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11. To dvéBy Tis. & Al. subjoin ody, fr. 
BCLX, 7 cures., and some verss. But it prob. 
came from the margin of some very ancient 
archetype, where it was noted down by critics 
who thought some particle wanted, and who 
supplied ouy (others did rére), not bearing in 
mind St. John’s sparing use of particles. 

13. ody after Eoyeras is cancd by Ln., Tie., 
& Al., fr. BCDLX &, Tis. says, 15 curse. [add 
Lam. 1777], with some It. & Vig. copies, & 
Sah. & Arm. verss., and Cyr.: and I should be 
disposed to bracket the word, were it not that 
the Alexn critics were as prone to cancel as the 
evang. was accuetomed to use the icle ob». 

15, For wAstov, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit wAsov, 
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fr. BCDSUXAA, al., Cyr., & Chrys. but 
wrongly, it being prob. a corrn of critics. This 
Tonic and old Attic form occurs no where elee 
in N. T., exc. Lk. iii. 13, but the diction of 
Luke is very different from that of John. 

22. wot axoX., ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al, fr. 
ABCD 1, 33, al., It., Vig., Orig., & Cyr., is 
evidently a mere corrn of style. 

For oca, Ln. edits &, fr. CBX and 3 
curss. {add Scr. v), while Tis. & Al. reject it as 
‘*a corrn to simpler term.” But @ is rather a 
corrn to more ise oxpression,—as will appear 
from my notes on Joh. iv. 29, 39, 45, xv. 14,— 
but one which has no claim to be adopted. 


ACTS. 


I. 4. SuvavrAcY. for cuvar., adopted by 
some critics, is found in 30 curss., to wh. I can 
add 8 Lam. & Scr., & 3 Mus. copies: but it is 
either a gloss, derived fr. the scholiasts, or a 
false correcn of critics. ZuvaX., evidently the 
true reading, rests on the authority of ABCDE 
and many curss., excl. of the most and beast 
of the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies; and was 
altered to cuvavA., purely from a misunder- 
senna the form of the verb, wh. is not midd. 
depon., but a true ., and is wel] explained 
by Hesych. (fr. the scholiasts or biblical glosso- 
graphers), auvariabis, cvva8poreGelc, and con- 

rmed by the same pass. use in Jos. Bell. Jud. 
iii. 9, 4, as also that by the act. cuvpadi~w in Jos. 
aut viii, 1, and the class. writers, as Hdot. & 
en. 

For rapijyy. abrots, Tis. 2 & Al. 2 edit 
air. wap., fr. ACD: but I still, with Ln., re- 
tain wap. ai’r., the other reading being incom- 
petently attested (as confined to 3 copies in the 
closest connexn), and against inte evidence, 
it being manifestly a mere crit] altern to clear 
the construcn, the critic not perceiving that ab- 
rots has a double reference. Tis. 3, now seeing 
this, has restored the ordinary posn; he also 
rightly rejects the change of positn at next 
verse, adopted by Ln., fr. B, for though it is 
confirmed by Scr. p, it is evidently a mere critl 
emendn. 

6. For érnowr., Tis. 3, after Ln., edits Zow- 
vwv, fr. ABC!: but I still retain, with Al., 
éxnp., though I , With him, 7. not as an 
altern for simplicity, but, from its being found 
in so few copies, as an error of scribes, who oft 
drop a preposn in composn; and here éw. might 
be ipa in the termin of the preceding 
‘word. 

8. For por, Ln., Tis., & Al. read pou, fr. 
ABCD; and Al. terms the t. rec. “a correcn 
to the common constr. gcecOé wor :” but both 
constrns are equally usual; though mo: is more 
recondite, and less obvious: yet it occurs sine 
v. 1. tafr. v. 32, xxii. 15, but pov tafr. xxii. 
20, Rom. i. 9, Rev. xi. 3, xvi. 16, Phil. i. 8, 
which passages the critic who Fromy sre prov 
had prob. in mind. Other critics, in the same 
number of uncials, made the contrary correcn 
at Phil. i. 8, altering wou to pos, which late 
editors might have adopted, as plausibly as on 
some other occasions, Moreover, sot is con- 


firmed by tz/r. xx. 15, fon pdprus atta, sine 
v. 1.; and yo: may be the true reading at Rom. 
i. 9. ‘Ew before rdoy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ACD and 6 cures. [add Scr. a, h, p]; 
but wrongly, inasmuch as exter] evid. is quite 
insufficient, and internal not favourable, since é» 
was more likely to be dost in s0 few copies, than 
interpolated in al] the rest. Besides, there being 
two names of countries subjoined, propriety of 
jan required the presence of the preposn. 

10. For éo07: Asvay, Ln. & Tis. edit icf 4- 
cect Aevxais, fr. ABC [to wh. I can only add 
Scr. p], while Al. retains éo@j7: —xy, regarding 
the other reading as ‘a correcn from two men 
having been mentioned.” It may have been 20; 
but it is not unlikely that Lk. used the plar. 
form, as in his Gospel, xxiv. 4, where, however, 
éoOa7t —xy is found in BD, It., Vig., & atte 
verss., & Euseb.; and is ed., inconsiderately, by 
Ln. Under the circumstances of the case, and 
considering the state of the evidence in the two 
passages com ther, it now seems to me 
very improbable that Luke should have used the 
plural form in both passages ; and internal evidence 
Is not a little in ita favour, from its rare occurrence, 
and hence its likelihood to have been cag or 
Rare, howr, as it is, it occurs in Aquila, Philo, 
Strabo, & 2 Macc. iii. 33, é» rate atvrais 
écOijceow toroArcpévot, in which it 
is a form of provincial (Syr. & Hellenistic) 
Greek for the class. éc¥nuara, found in Asch., 
Soph., Eurip., & Thucyd. However, the slen- 
derness of external evidence discountenances the 
adoption of éo8oecr, unless we sup that 
Lk. wrote éo@70%, a contract form of icBgozct, 
found in some copies of Euseb., Strabo, & the 
epitomator of Athenzus, p. 18 E, referred to 
by Dindorf in Steph. Thes. ed. Par. in v. 

hus é0601 would be almost sure to pass into 
éoGx7t, and then the epithet wd be modified 
to it. 

11. I would now read, with Ln., Tis, & Al., 
six ay, fr. ABCD [add Scr. p]. 

14, xairy denoes are caned b Lnu., Tis., & AL, 
fr. ABCDE and 4 cures. [add Ser. p], and moet 
of the verss., with several fathers; and internal 
evidence is against the words, inasmuch as th 
pro: came fr. the similar passage of Phil. iv. 6. 

ence I would double- bracket them. For Maple, 
I would now, with Tis. & Al., read Mapidm, fr. 
BE 27, 40, 81, 96, 142, & al. [add Ser. p], the 
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t. rec. being a mere correcn of revisers to ordi- 
nary form. See note on Lk. x. 39, & Joh. xi. 
19. Zo before rots ad. is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. ACD and 4 curss.; but retained: by Ln., and 
restored by Tis. 3, rightly, since internal evi- 
dence rather confirms very strong external in 
its favour. To suppose, with Al., that the odv 
was ‘“‘added by correcn to distinguish off the 
aéeA oi avrou, fr. His mother,” is too fanciful 
to deserve any serious attention. 

15. For ua@nrav, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ade\- 
guy, fr. ABC and 6 curss.: and Al. regards t. 
rec. as ‘‘a correcn to avoid the triple recurrence 
of adeX®. in vv. 14, 15,16." But, fr. the state 
of the evidence, we may rather suppose, with 
Meyer & De Wette, that ddeA@. in those two 
copies was a correcn to match dydp. ddeAd. at 
v. 16. I would now read, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., elxoo., fr. ABCE & some ancient curss., 
excl. of Scr. f, m, p, Mus. 5115, and it is required 
by the strongly parenthetic character of the clause, 
which Tis. has obecured by removing the marks 
of parenthesis. Elxoo.w doubtless arose fr. re- 
visers who did not perceive the parenthesis. 

16. Tis. 3 has restored radérnv, wh. he had, 
with Ln., cancd, fr. C3DE and several curss., 
but against internal evidence, inasmuch as, he 
remarks, *‘ cur additum sit quum locus ipse non 
etatim sequatur vix dici poterit.” 1 wd now 
bracket tov before ’Iyo., cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABC. It was more likely to be added 
as necessary, than removed. 

17. I am now inclined to adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., éw for ody, fr. ABCDE and 10 curss. 
{add Scr. p], with Vlg. & Sah. verss., Eus. & 
Iren., internal evidence confirming strong ex- 
ternal testimony in its favour. 

18. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., ex- 
punge tov before uiobou, fr. ABCDE and very 
many curss., exclus. of 12 Lam. & Scr. copies, 
with Mus. 5115, 5116, 5588, 16184, & al., con- 
firmed by internal evidence, since it was less 
likely to be removed than tnserted, as thought 
necessary, though after a preposn the art. is oft 
dispensed with. 

9. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., edit 
"AxeAdupay, fr. ABDE 40, & Scr. p, confirmed 
by some Ital. and most of the Vig. copies, also 
the Sah. vers. 

20. For Aa&Bor, I wd now read, with Lno., 
Tis., & Al., AXaBérw, fr. ABCD and a few 
curses, including Scr. p, and confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, since t. rec. was prob. brought 
in fr. the Sept..—the Hebr. original, as Luke 
was aware, requiring AaBéTw. 

21. 1 wd now bracket é», cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCD® and Scr. p, because it may 
have been inserted as necessary: though it may 
have been ezp in order to remove a need- 
less repetition; at any rate there is no warrant 
for ezpuagement. 

2.1 would now adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
the position oby nuiv yevéoGus, found in ABCD 
and 5 curss., excl. of Scr. k, m, p, somewhat 
confirmed by internal evidence. 

24. dv éEsX., wh. | admitted, with all the crit. 
edrs, I find confirmed by almost all the Lam. 
& Scr. copies, as also the most ancient Mus. 


copies. ; 

BS. For if, I would now, with Ln., Tis., & 
AL, adopt 2¢’, fr. ABCD and 5 curss., besides 
Scr. p, internal evidence confirming external. 
The same holds good in respect to rosop for 
xAjjpos, resting on the same uncials, but no 
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curss., yet confirmed by the Vlg., Cop., & Sah. 
verss., and the catenists. 

26. T am now confirmed in the adoption of 
avrois for avrwy, since the authority, ABCD 
and 7 curss., exclus. of Scr. p, & Lam. 1195, 
Mus. 5115, 11836, is too strong to be over-~ 
borne by the grammatl scruple raised by me. 


II. 1. I would now, with Tis. 3, read oup- 
whup., fr. AB(teste Mato)CDE, but not just 
after, with him, wayres émou, fr. ABC and 15 
curss., i. e. for wavres, but only two, No. 18 & 
Scr. P. for duov. Tis. endeavours, but with less 
than his usual success, to justify this radwodta 
fr. arguments of internal evidence. Thus I still 
retain t. rec. dwaytes, with Al., who rightly 
regards wayres as an error from negligence of 
scribe (not to say that the words are perpetually 
confounded), though he is not right in consider- 
ing ouov as a gloss to explain édmo8uu. It was 
rather a crit] correcn for greater simplicity, the 
critic being unaware of the true force of onuo., 
on wh. see my note. The same case occurs 
infr. xx. 18, with this difference, that there 
opnov is the true reading, and onv@. an altern 
of critics ; though the words om. dvrwy avr. are 
evidently an interpretation suggested by the pre- 
sent : 

4. Fr cannot here receive, with Tis. 3, ravres, 
for a reason which will appear fr. note supr. v. 1, 
but am now inclined to adopt, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., awo@beyy. abrots, fr. ABCD 130, and Scr. 
p, with Vlg. & Sah., Ath., Cyr., & Did., since 
internal evidence confirms competent external, 
inasmuch as the altern of order seems to rest 
with the great body of the copies, and to have 
proceeded fr. the ordinary revisers, whose purpose 
was to promote popeutye cue opposed 
to genuineness of text, since, as Al. observes, 
the trajections and insertions between a govern- 
ing and governed word are characteristic of Lk., 
esp. in the present book. . 

7. wavres, wh. I have brackd, is cancd b 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BD &, Tis. says, above 
curses, {add Lam. 1181, 1182, 83, Scr. h, 1, m, n, 
o, Mus. 5776 & 7, 11836}. It is prob. insititious, 
and introduced fr. v.12. I would now bracket 
apos dAAnAous, wh. Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel, fr. 
ABC 26, Scr. p, Vig., Cop., Sab., & Aéth. 
verss., Theod. i Chrys., since it is prob. a 
mere interpoln, suggested by the glosses on 
&\Aos wpoe GAAoy at v. 12. Just after. for 
ovx, Ln. edits ovx, fr. DE, Scr. p; but Tis., 
obi, fr. B, and he says Scr. p; but Mr. Scr. notes 
it o¥y’, wh. cannot be right, and I doubt not 
that the MS. has, as Tis. says, ovyi: ovy cer- 
tainly cannot be tolerated. These awkwardnesses 
seem to have caused Al. to retain, as I have 
hitherto done, t. rec. ovx : but internal evidence 
is so strongly against it, that I now finally 
acquiesce, with Tis. 3, in ovyxi ldod wavrae elov 
Ag roupy., Joh. xiii. 10 & 11, odyi waves. 
This is not the only passage in which the 
strengthened and intensive form in ag ia 
tions ovyi has been excluded by vv«, asin | Cor. 
iii. 4, oxi capx. dors; and 2 Cor. x. 13, ovyxi 
els G@u.; and sometimes ovxi has been altered 
to ov>x, as in Joh. vii. 42, where sep my note, 
and that of Tischend., as also my note on Matt. 
xiii. 55. 

For wavres, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit dravree, 
fr. AB®CDI et al. (though what those are I 
know not) : and Al. pronounces ravree to have 
arisen fr. negligence: but to suppose that the 
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result thereof should have extended to all the 
copies exc. 5, is far leas credible than that in 
those 5 it arose fr. error of scribes, the a having 
arisen fr. the preceding termin. written abbre- 
viatim. 

12. For dinwopouv, Tis. edits dsnwopourro, 
fr. A & B alone; quite insufficient authority to 
warrant adoption: and hence it is rejected by 
Ln. & AL; yet internal evidence is rather in 
its favour, since Luke has once elsewh. (Gosp. 
xxiv. 4) used the deponent form, which, how- 
ever, is so rare that it was likely to be changed 
by critica to the act. form, as in a few copies 
there. But that it shd have crept into all the 
copies exc. two, is far less likely than that in 
those two the ro arose fr. inadvertency of scribe, 
having in his mind the ro at éEioravro, Such 
was perhaps its origin in A; but in B it arose, 
I suspect, fr. correcn of a critic who had in mind 
Lk. xxiv. 4, and thought that the 2d verb should 
match the first as to termination. There is 
strong authority, namely ABCDI and 6 curss. 
[add Scr. p}, for 0éAar, ed. by Ln. ; but internal 
evidence is quite adverse, inasmuch as it is 
manifestly either an altern of revisers for sim- 
plicity, or of critics whose purpose (as Al. re- 
marks) was to suit the direct form of speech 
after Aéyoures : however both might have place. 

13. For yAsudYoures, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
éiayi., fr. ABCDI1% and above 16 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. h, k, p, Mus. 5115], with 
Cyr. Jer., Bas., Chrys., & Theoph.: and Al. 
pronounces t. rec. a correcn for simplicity. But 
that such shd have arisen, and its effect extended 
to all the copies exc. a comparatively few, is 
very improbable. Internal evidence 1s indeed 
almost equally balanced. Compound verbs 
sometimes pass into simples ; but chiefly through 
inadvertence of scribes, rarely by crit] altern. 
On the other hand, simple verbs are oft changed 
to compounds, to impart greater strength of sense, 
or elegance of expression ; which seems the case 
here. Lk. has indeed elsewh. used the simple 
form ; as to the compound diax., it never occurs 
in the N. T., nor in the Sept., but oft yAeva¥. 
Yet he may have used d:ayA.; and when we 
consider that it is found in writers of a Greek 
similar in character to Luke’s, as Polyb., Aésch., 
Socr., & several later writers, as Geopon., also 
Euseb., Orig., & Chrys., hence it seems best to 
edit [dia ]xAtvat., esp. since the d:a written 
abbreviatim may have been absorbed in the dé 
preceding. 

16. I cannot, with Tis & Al., cancel "IwA, 
on the eolc authority of D; but though internal 
evidence is somewhat against its authenticity, 
yet not altogether, sinco in copies such as D, most 
carelessly written and every where tampered 
with, there isa no difficulty in supposing that it 
was lost by inadvertence of sitibe, who could 
not decipher the abbrevn to express the name. 
Luke was likely to use the name, since he has 
done so elsewh. in his Gosp., and it was well 
known to his readers: but there is no proof that 
he ever dropped it, for in the passage wh. might 
be adduced in proof, Gosp. xi. 29, ‘leva is absent 
in only BCL and some Lat. copies; and though 
it might be interpolated fr. || Matt., that rests on 
ure surmise, and the absence may be accounted 
or on the same principle as here. The removal 
of the xal which commences the next verse in 
the very same authorities, does not confirm the 
truth of the reading, but rather casts a shade 
over its veracity, since xai was more likely 
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to be removed to suit the removal of ‘Iw, 
than to have been supplied unnecessarily in all 
the copies but one, merely because not in Sept. 

For eviarma, Ln., Tis., & Al. read évumviors, 
fr. ABCD3 and about 30 curss. [add Ser. f, k, 

]. Thet. rec. may have come, prob. did come, 
Fe. the Sept.; but it is very possible that 
éyunvlore arose fr. a crit] correcn ted 
by a marg. scholium éy évuwvioss, which ‘ag 
have been appended on the side of MSS. k 
p, and originated the reading peculiar to thote 
copies, év varviore. 

8. If all the copies had not «ai ve, I shd 
suspect some corruption of text, and would read 
wxalvou, fr. all the ed. of Erasm. exc. the Ist. 
The ye is absent fr. Lam. 1185, and the Sab. 
verss. If the Cod. D, wh. reads «al iyo, had 
more weight, I should conjecture that «ays 
enight be the true reading: but the dy would 
be here unsuitable. Unless «airo: be admitted, 
I wd prefer to expunge the ‘ye, which seems con- 
fined to the Alexandn MS., and seems to have 
been obtruded into the text here solely fr. that 
quarter. 

20, 21. I would now expunge tiv before 
#mép., fr. BD, and change ay to Fav, fr. BE al. 
The readings of t. rec. seem each derived fr. the 


sa 

2. For awd rou Osov dwoded., Ln., Tis, & 
Al. read awoéed. dd tov eou, fr. BCD anda 
few curss. [add Scr. m & p]: and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. “‘a correcn to avoid the ambi- 
guity of dydpa dwo rou Beov.” But that such 
@ correcn, on 80 frivolous a ground, shd have got 
into all the copies exc. some 6 or 7, is far less 
likely than that in those few it was an involun- 
tary transposn. To the same cause I ascribe 
the absence of «ai before xa@we in ABCDE 
and 10 curas. [add Ser. m, P|: but Al. regards 
t. rec. as the introduction of a more common 
expression: though whether it is so may be 
doubted. At all events, the true cause of the 
omission or removal of «ai will appear; fr. my 
notes on Lk. xxiv. 24 and on Joh. xvii. 1]. 

23. AaBovres after Exdoroy is cancd by La, 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABC and 6 curss., including 
Scr. p: and Al. pronounces the word a “cor 
rection to fill up the context.” But surely thst 
was not 80 necessary as to cause its introduction 
into all the copies exc. nine. It is far more 
prob. that the reading of those nine was a crit 
correction, to ease the construcn, by critics who, 
as is their wont, stumbled at the two participles 
where one might suffice. 

For xerpwyv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read yecpos, fr. 
ABCD & 6 curs. Syr. P. & Eth. vers, 
Athan. & Cyr., a very ancient reading, but not 
so ancient as the t. rec., wh. must have been 
read by the Pesch. Syr. translators; though Al. 

ronounces it a correction. But it would rather 

a gloss, and may have come fr. a scholium. 
Yet it is more probable that the other reading is 
a crit. correcn to polish the style (for no class. 
Greek author would have written yep», and © 
especy because it wd involve an uncertainty a8 
to the constrn), prob. suggested by Lk. i. 71, 74, 
Joh. x. 39. However, there is no sufficient 
authority to dieplace the t. rec., wh. bas the 
character of genuineness in its Hebraiatic and 
popu idiom, which is confirmed by Wiad. xv. 

1, epy aera: xepoiv advonots. Of course, b 
Kee. adv. are meant the hands of the wick 

eathen soldiers. Comp. Lk. xxii. 53, é£erel- 
I would now edit, with La. 


vars tas Xeipas. 
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Tis., & Al., dveiAare, fr. ABCDE & 15 curss. 
[ete Lam. 1185, 90, 96, Scr. p, Mus. 5537, 

7, 5588, 11836, & Cott. Vesp., confirmed by 
internal evidence in ita Alexandn & Syrian Gr. 
character]. 

25. I would now read, with Ln., Tia, & Al., 
xpoopwpnp, fr. ACDE and doubtless not a few 
cures. At least, I can adduce Lam. 1182, 83, 
90, 96. The t. rec. is a mere correcn of the 
Hellenistic Greek. 

26. I would now read yni@p., with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCDE & 8 curses, [add Scr. m, p, 
Mus. 5537 & two others]. Al. says it is “a 
correcn from the Sept. :”” but at that rate so 
might rpowpwyny supr. v.25: though at both 
ener the reading in the Sept. copies varies : 

ut internal evidence is in favour of the Alex- 

andrian form pou 4 xapdia adopted by Tis. & 
Al., fr. B alone, though rejected b - aa 
mere crit] correcn of positn, very frequent in 
this construcn in that MS. To suppose that all 
the MSS. exc. one were altered, in s0 minute a 
point, is incredible. ‘H yAwoc. pov just after 
caused the change of position. 

27. For déov, Ln. & Tis. read dény, fr. 
ABCDE & 20 cures. [I add Lam. 1183, 84, 
Scr. f, k, o, p, Mus. 11836, 16184]. But ia- 
ternal evidence is adverse, it being a mere altern 
to rahe reading (see note), esp. since it is found 
in t. 

30. On further reconsidern of the genuineness 
of the words td xcarad—ypiorov, I am induced 
to double- bracket them, interna] evidence being 
so decidedly adverse: and although external 
evidence for their absence is slender as to num- 
ber of MSS., yet their integrity and weight is 
not inconsiderable, namely, ABCD? & 4 curss., 
including Scr. p, as also the Cod. Clarom. of 
the It. verss., with the Syr., Cop., Sah., Aéth., 
& Arm. verss., Athan. & Cyr. 

For rou @povov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read réy 
Godvoy, fr. ABCD 15, 36, Scr. p, Orig. & 
Euseb. ; but although internal evidence would 
seem in its favour from its being the more diffi- 
cult reading, yet there is too little authority for 
the construcn in the N. Test. (only Matt. xix. 
28), and Luke elsewhere, Goep. xxxi. 30, writes 
xabic. iwi Opdvwy, though there the same class 
of critica (Alex.) altered it to Oodvous, fr. || Matt. 
Besides, the construcn with genit. occurs in 
Matt. xxv. 3, and very oft in Revel., though 
with variety of reading by the dative, but 
never the accus.; and hence it is quite certain 
that tov Opdvov is the genuine reading. 

31. For ob xareAeip0., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
ofre tyxateX., fr. ABCDE & 10 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84, 85, Scr. f, k, p, Mus. 5588: but 
none of them have ors]. It is difficult to come 
to any positive determination as to the true 
reading, since the text seems to have, at an 

early period, got into strange confusion. I am 
inclined to think that the trne reading is ovx 
é-yx.—ovdi, for which there is no inconsiderable 
authority, E & 8 curse., excl. of the Lam., Ser., 
& Mus. copies above adduced. The ovdé is 
found in all the copies exc. a comparatively few, 
and even in B, where the two ings odrTs— 
ora and obx—ovdi are blended together. How- 
ever, it is possible that Lk. may have adopted 
the constrn o6rs—ofrz, since he used it s/*. 
xv. 10. As to dénp, ed. by Tis. 2 & 3, fr. B & 
20 curss., excl. of the same Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies as at v. 27, the reading is to be rejected 
on the same grounds as there. 
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33. For rou ay. wvetp., Ln. & Al. read tov 
ay. Tov ay., fr. ABCE 5, 130 [add Lam. 1184, 
Scr. p]: but it is _ the state of the evidence 
shows) a mere crit] correcn to suit the gravity 
of the occasion. 

Nouv before vets is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABCD & about 12 curas. [add Ser, p}, with 
two late verss. and some fathers. But internal 
evidence is adverse, it being no gloss (as Al. 
avers), but was, as oft slscek . removed by cri- 
tics as thought unnecessary. Matt. xxvii. 
43, Joh. xvi. 32, Acts xiii. 31, xxvi. 17, Eph 
iii. 10, where see notes. 

Kai is prefixed to BAéwere by Ln., Tis, & 
Al., fr. BD 81: and AL pronounces the word 
‘omitted as unnecessary :”’ but that was far less 
likely te have taken place in all the MSS, exc. 
3, than that in those 3 the «ai shd have been 
inserted by a critic in order to strengthen the 
sense. This view is confirmed by an emenda- 
tion by another critic, aud found in Lam. 1184—- 
85, BAéweré +e. But such a construcn, how- 
ever classi, is not in Lake's manner. 

36. Before Kup:oy I would now, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., insert «ai, fr. ABCDE &, Tis. says, 
40 cures., to wh. I add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, ba’ 
1255, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m,n, 0, p, Mus. 5588, 
11836, & Cott. Vesp. 

Ardy is placed after ypsordv by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCD? & 10 curss.: and Al, pro- 
nounces ft. rec. a correcn for perspicuity; though 
what obscurity there is in the other reading I 
cannot perceive. It is simply a change of posi- 
tion thought for the better, and certainly forming 
better composition. 

37. For +9 xapéia, La., Tis., & Al. edit rip 
xapéiay, fr. ABC 36, 118, 130, and Tis. adds lott 
(i.e. Scr. p): while Scr. attests the existence 
of ry xapdig, which ought not to have been 
altered to riyv xapdiay, an arbitrary correcn, as 
Al. sees. Tis. has now discarded wo:jowuey, 
which he had, with Ln. & Al., edited, fr. ACE 
& 20 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. h, k, p, Mus. 
5537, 5557, 5577, 11836, 16184). I can add Cov. 
3 & 5, Land. 2, Linc. 2, and, what is more, the 
celebrated Basil MS. No. 1 [which Griesb. & 
Scholz omitted to adduce], and have restored 
wotjoouey, wh. Al. pronounces a correcn, though 
correction lies the other way, as will appear fr. 
the notes of Tis. and myself on Lk. iii. 16 seqq. 

38. After 82, Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel gpn, fr. 
B & 5 curss. ; and Al. remarks that “ the many 
variations show that originally the verb was not 
expressed.” But Iam unable to suppose that 
so generally correct a writer as Luke, esp. in 
this book of the Acts, would ever have left the 
sentence to go without a verb, since, from its 
very structure, it does not admit of the omission. 
The great variety of readings only serves to show, 
that the text of the paseage had at an early period 
got into confusion; but does not fix the charge 
of interpolation en pn; whereas its omission 
ig no more than might be expected. In such a 
case as the present, omission, more or less, almost 
always occurs. I suspect that here the confusion 
in the text was occasioned Luke’s using 
noiv, as he oft does, parenthetically. See xxv. 
5, 22, and comp. Mk. xiv. 8, in wh. case the 
word is oft changed in place, and sometimes ex- 

unged, both of which happened here. I have 
Fitts doubt that Lake wrote Ilér. 64 awpée 
abrous’ Metavojcare, pyoly, kal Barricl., 
a reading found in AC & 5 curss. [add Matth. d 
& Scr. p], confirmed by the Vig. vers, & Cyr. 


y 2 
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Jer. A quite similar case occurs infr. xxv. 22, 
where idm has been expunged on account of the 
subsequent parenthetic yoiv, where see my 
note. Lk. not unfreqy places @noi»v in a paren- 
thesis. 

39. For Scous, ods, ed. by Ln., fr. AC 104, 
Matth. k, is not, as Al. su poses, a mistake in 
copying, but a correcn of Alexn critics to what 
they thought more suitable, with reference to 
waotv just before, which in strict propriety wd 
require ods, since deos is, properly speaking, 
implied in was. The same crit] correcn occurs 
at Joh. iv. 29, 39, 45, xv. 14, 1 Cor. ii. 9. 

40. I would now read, with Ln., Tis , & Al., 
éisuaotiparo, fr. ABCDE & about 20 curss. 

add Lam. 1182, Scr. h, p, Mus. 5537, 5620, & 

ovel. 4], confirmed by internal evidence in the 
Alexn character of the form, wh. recurs at viii. 
25, xx. 24, 1 Thess. iv. 6, Heb. ii. 6, sine v. 1. 
It very oft occurs in the Sept., and occasionally 
in Polyb. & Plut., rarely in the earlier and 
Attic writers; though I find it twice in Demosth. 
as a technical term in law, and twice in Plato, 
but only in a metaphorical sense. 

. &ouéves is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABC 19 a). [add Scr. p}, Vlg., Cop., Sah., & 
/Eth. verss., & Chrys.: and Al. pronounces it 
an explanatory gloss on dwodet. It may have 
come fr. a scholiast, who, having in mind the 
kindred passage inf. xxi. 17, chose to further 
develope the force of the verb: but that rests on 
mere surmise, though better founded than usual. 
However, since Lk. used the word (very rare in 
_N. T., and only occurring once in Sept., namely, 

a xxi. 17, where it is found in all the copies) 
sewh., it is likely that he would do so here. Be- 
fore ry Hu., Ln., Tis., & Al. prefix év, fr. ABCD 
[Scr. p]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. “ a correcn 
to avoid the apparent connexn of 79 mu. é«. with 
wpocsetTéOncay:” but that such a correcn shd 
have got into all the copies exc. 5, is far leas prob. 
than that in those 5 the é» should have been in- 
serted by critics in order to make the sense more 
exact. Yet the dat. in absolute construcn, as 
denoting a definite time at which any thing 
takes place (see Lk. xiii. 14), will serve the 
same purpose. 

42. ‘xat before +H «ae. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCD, Scr. p, and some verss.: and 
Al. pronounces the xai a correcn. But the re- 
moval of the «ai is quite as entitled to be con- 
sidered a correcn, prob. made in order to keep 
out one sense and favour another. Besides, in- 
ternal evidence is im, favour of the xai, which 
is oftener removed by critics as unnecessary, 
than inserted. However, I am not sure that 
the critics in question intended to present the 
term altogether davvdérws. J suspect that they 
wrote (as pens did Luke) +H re xAdoet, in 
wh. case the rz would be as easily lost as the re 
before xai at next verse was in several copies. 
And thus the sense will not be at all impaired, 
—if at least the comma after xoiweov. be not re- 
moved, as it is by Tis. Thus the general sense 
is, that they not only stuck close attended) to 
the teaching of the Apostles, but also gave them- 
selves to domestic communion one with another, 
and joint participation of meals (comp. v. 44, 
which further developes thie sense) accompanied 
by prayers in common. 

43. To the authorities for iyévero, adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD, I can add Cov. 
2 & the Lincoln MS., both omd by Mill: and 
at the repetition of the word at the end of the 


AOTS If. 39—III. 6. 


verse, Scr. p has éyfero, as also has the ed. R. 
Steph. 


III. 1. On the much agitated questn respect- 
ing the true positn of the expression éat Td 
abrd, whether hes the a ae last chap. i the 

inning of this, Al., ed. 2, pronounces (saézs 
pi cathedré that “ correct aa ich as well as 
external evidence, requires that the words é» 
vn éxxX, or TH éxxA. shd be rejected as an ex- 
lanatory gloss, and that éwi +o aio shd be 
rought back to its place at the end of ch. ii., 
and have assigned to it the sense which it bears 
in this passage, viz. together as said of one bod 
assembled in one place.” And so Wolf, Mill, 
Beng., Lu., & Tis. 1. But to this view there 
exist many objections, wh. I have set forth at 
large. As to the dictum of Al., that “external 
evidence requires the positn in question of éwi 
+d ard,” what does it amount to? ABC & 
Scr. p, 2 pet.—very insufficient authority unless 
fully sustained by internal evidence, which is 
not the case. It is true that the variety of 
position not a little confirms the genuineness of 
that reading; but the objections-wh. I have ad- 
vanced as to the tortuousnese of the position of 
sri ro aivrd thus assigned, and the harshness of 
eonstrucn involved in connecting it with rpoo- 
er{¥a:,go far toexclude it. Besides, the sense thus 
arising, even when made the best of by tpi rneaee 
cal in, is forced and frigid, and does not 
arise naturally out of the words; and the cir- 
cumstance of the persons being together was un- 
necessary, it having been before mentioned, and 
here beside the purpose. 

2. For Ovpay, Tis. notices réAny, fr. E & 8 
cures. [1 add Lam. 1183, Scr. 0, Mus, 5620, 
Har]. 16140}, an evident correcn of Alexn critics. 
See note on Lk. xiii. 24. 

3. The omission of Aa@stv, adopted by Gr., 
fr. D, & Tis. says, above 50 curss. {excl. of 
Lam. 1182, 83, 84, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, Mus. 
5115, 5777, 5557, 5620, Cott. Vesp. & the Leic. 
MSS., omitted by Wets.], was a crit. correcn 
for compression, and to remove a tautology with 
v. 6, from which wap’ avrwy in E & al. was 
derived. 

6. For éystpar, Tis. rends éyerpe, fr. AE & 
many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 96, Ser. m, 
p, Mus. 5115, 5537, 5557, 5588, 11836, 16184), 
wh. Luke was not unlikely to have used. See 
Lk. v. 23, 24, vi. 8, viii. 54, and notes, and note 
on Matt. ix. 5. The reading is, however, a 
matter of doubtful disputation; not that there 
is, as Al. supposes, no real variation between 
gyetpae and éyeipe, a8 if Eyecpar were a mere 
itacism ; for though gye:pac may in some MSS. 
abounding with itacisms have originated in ita- 
cism, yet that gyerpar is a real form I have 
shown in note on Matt. ix. 5. However, it ma 
seem here to be of no consequence, since Al. 
& Ln. bracket, and Tis. 2 cancels, «ai gyeipat, 
fr. BD (alone) & Sah. vers. But that Lk. 
shd have written such wretched Greek I will 
never believe, nor that he should have omitted 
to. record words wh. Peter must have saed, 
being, as it were, co to this use, in 
the working of miracles, by the example of his 
Master. Tis. prob. now sees the matter in this 
light, since he has restored the words, remarking 
that the subsequent ones (v. 8, go71) cai) were 
the occasion of the words being omitted, namely, 
to match. But even there Irensus and ASthiop. 
omit gory xai, perhaps fr. not understanding 
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the hte force involved in Zorn, which is, 
“*he stood upright ;” the critics in each passage 
removing the words as bringing in a circum- 
stance too immaterial to need noting. For want 
of seeing the graphic force, critics, as we see 
fr. No. 56, 100, 103, 127, substituted the plainer 
term aviorn. The critics who removed fyerpe 
wal were of the same calibre of mind as he who 
removed éo7n xai, regarding each circumstance 
as too immaterial to be noted. 

7. After fiyecpe, Ln, adds aieréy, fr. ABC & 
3 curas. (to wh. I can only add Ser. p), & almost 
all the verss., Bas., Theoph., Cyp.: and Al. 
terms it an insertion to fill up the sense. It is 
true that in the pure class. Greek style the pro- 
noun is only used once, but with an application 
to both words. Yet in the Hellenistic and 
Scriptural manner, the pronoun is repeated, esp. 
when at its first occurring the word it belongs to 
has a noun in men, as here; though the 
idiom is so rare, that I know of only one ex. 
elsewhere, namely, in Theocr. Id. iv. 35, réov 
Tavpov—aye miatas. Comp. AE). V. H. xii. 
22, ratvpov—AauBdvee Tov wodds. 1 am in- 
clined to adopt the word, but expressed in small 
print. The reading al Bac. avr., ed. by Ln., 
fr. ABC, Scr. p, is a crit. eorreen for simplicity, 
—a rara avis, as coming from that quarter. 

8. The 4th wai is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
AD. I can only add Ser. k; and I cannot 
receive it on such insufficient authority and 
against internal evidence, since to suppose it, 
with Al., “added in order to suit v. 9” in all 
the copies but 3, is far less credible than that in 
those 3 the «ai was removed by critics as thought, 
thongh mistakingly, required by the construen. 

9. airdv is by carey to after X\ads by Ln., 
Tis., & AL, fr. ABC & Ser. p: and Al. terms 
t. rec. @ correcn (viz. of position) : but the other 
is quite as much such, and was more likely to 
occur in 4 copies than in all the rest, nay, is a 

improvement, as will appear by comparing 
the beginning of the next verse. 

10. For re, Ln. edits 62, fr: ABC & 3 curss. 
[add Scr. p]. But I regard it, with Al., as a 
correcn for the usual re of the Acts. Tis. has 
now restored ovros, for wh. he had, with Ln., 
ed. avrds, fr. AC & 5 curss. fadd Scr. p}—an 
alteration to a more usual term, but one not so 
suitable here. 

Il. For tov ia8. ywdou, I have, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., adopted airov, fr. ABCE & 20 
curss., excl. of Lam. 1184 & Scr. p, confirmed 
by internal evidence, since the words in question 
were prob. derived fr. the scholia and the lec- 
tionaries. For wpods abr. was 6 ads, In., 
Tie., & Al. edit wav 6 Aads HH. aUr., fr. ABC 
130, Scr. p, et al., wh. comes under the same cate- 
gory as the aurdy supr. v. 9, where see note. 

12. 6 is prefixed to Iérpos by Ln., Tis.. & 
Al., fr. ABCD & some curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
Scr. p, Mus. 16184, Har]. 5620]: and I would 
insert it, but within brackets. 

3. After duets I have, with all the crit. 
editors, admitted puév, fr. ABCE & all the 
curse. of weight, exclus. of nearly all the Lam., 
Ser., & Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as the pév was doubtless re- 
moved by critics ignorant of the idiem by wh. 
pedw is used, dé not following. Aurdv is cancd 
by Ln., fr. ABC & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182 
& Cov. 4, omd by Wets.); but evidently from 
crit. corrn, as, strictly speaking, better away ; 
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though its Hellenistic idiom attests its genuine- 
ness. 

18. avrov is transposed from after rpognr. 
to after ypiordy by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BODE 
& 8 curse. [add Mus. 5537, 5620, & Scr. p), and 
being supported by both Syr. verss., the Vig., 

r., & Arm. verss., and confirmed by internal 
evidence, I would now admit it. 

20. wooxeyetp., wh. I have ed., rests on the 
authority of ABCDE &, Tis. says, above 60 
cares. {add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 96, Scr. e, f, 

, h, k, 1, 0, p, Mus. 5557, 5588, Cott. Vesp. & 

ant. 2]. The t. rec. prob. came fr. a reviser 
who had in mind tnfr. xiii. 14. I would now 
read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., yptordy "Inoovy, 
fr. BDE &, Tis. says, above 15 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 83, 84, 96, Ser. g, bh, 1, Mus. 5777, 11837, 
16184, et al.]. 

21. I am now enabled to confirm the text of 
Tis. & Al., fr. most of the Lam. & Scr., and a 
few of the best Mus. copies. 

22. yao after uéy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDE & 7 curas. [add Lam. 1183, 
Ser. 0, p, Mus. 5115, 16184), but its absence 
arose prob. from the inadvertence of scribes,” 
owing to the obscurity of yap written by ab- 
brevn, wh. has very oft occasioned its omission. 
That it shd have been interpolated in all the 
copies but comparatively a few, ‘‘to connect the 
prophecy of Moses as an example with v. 21" (as 
Al. pronounces), is to me incredible. 

24. wpo in wpoxar. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDE and very many curss. [add 
Lam. 1181, 1184, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, k, 1, m, p, 
Mus. 5557, 5588, 11836]; and since internal 
evidence is unfavourable, I wd now double- 
bracket the woo. 

25. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., prefix: 
oi to viol, fr. ABCE and very many cures. (add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 84, Ser. e, k, p]: and internal 
evidence is in its favour, inasmuch as it is less 
likely to have been added than removed as 
thought unnecessary. 

For nucy, Tis. 2 & Al. read tuap, fr. AE 
& 4 curss, [add Scr. k, m, p]: and Al. regards 
Hacv asa critl correcn, since of war. nm. is the 
more usual: but Tis. has now restored ny., 
justly regarding an alteration of reading on such 
@ vain surmise not allowable. 

I have inserted é before tw ow. (with Ln., 
Tis., & Al.), fr. ABCDE and very many curss., 
to wh. I can now add all the Lam. & Scr., also 
8 of the best Mus. copies, confirmed by internal 
evidence. It was not, however, as Al. supposes 
it, omitted as unnecessary, but lost by inadver- 
tence of careless scribes, being, as oft, absorbed 
in a xal preceding. 

26. I have bracketed 'Iyncovy, with CDE & 
Scr. p. internal evidence being so atrongly 
against it. As to the transposn just before of o 
Geds dvaorioas to dvacr. o Beds by Tis. & Al., 
fr. BC [add Matt. f], and one cursive (a lec- 
tionary), I must, with Ln., reject it as founded 
on a hes surmise that t. rec. is “a rearrange- 
ment for perspicuity ;** whereas that such a 
needless altern shd have been made, and have 
come into all the copies exc. 2, is far less credi- 
ble than that in those 2 copies o 6+0s was ometted 
in its right place (and Mill says it is omitted 
in Cov. 2 & 3), and then restored after dva- 
orTjoat. 


IV. 4. 6 before épi8u. is cancd by Ln. & Al.,- 
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fr. BD, but retained by Tis., rightly. That the 
correcn should rest with the few, not the many, 
is plain, the object here beiug compression : but 
though the removal of the o, and of the rwy in 
D & al., carries out that purpose, it is to the 
detriment of the sense, which is he number of 
the men or persons, 

For woel, Tis. 2 reads we, fr. BL and one 
cursive: an evident crit. altern oft occurring 
elsewh., in fact, in half of the many passages 
where woal is found. Tis. 3 expunges the word, 
but only fr. A & Scr. p. though onessston in such 
@ case of variation is in a few copies very com- 
mon. That Luke meant to employ the qualify- 
ing term woel, as in his Gospel, i. 56, iii. 23, ix. 
14, 28, & Actsi. 15, ii. 41, v. 36, xix. 7, there 
is little reason to call in question. 

5. For ele before ‘Iep. Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
év, fr. ABDE and very many curss. [add Lam. 
1183, Ser. h, k, 0, p, Mus. 16184, & Cov. 4, 
omitted by Mill]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. 
“a correcn to suit cvvayOyvac :”” and he makes 
out a far better case than, in a matter of this 
kind, is usual to him. However, since I cannot 
find a single instance of é» ‘Ie. being altered 
by critics into ele ‘I., though several of eis altered 
to év, I cannot receive dy on so precarious a sur- 


mise, 

7. I have braekd, and would now, with Tis. 
& Al., expunge the rw before uécow, on strong 
authority, namely, DE and most of the curss., 
excl. of all the Lam. exc. 1255, all the Scr. exc. 
m, p, Mus. 5115, 5588, 16184, Cott. Vesp., & 
Cov. 2 & 3, confirmed by internal evidence, in- 
asmuch as it was more likely to be added than 
removed—added not only, as Mey. & Al. think, 
because no genit. follows, but also because 
thought to make purer Greek; though the use 
of the phrase wi the art. is of perpetual 
occurrence in the Sept., and being of Hellenistic 
Greek was more likely to have place here. Al, 
arp Matt. xiv. 6, wpy. tv» te piow, and 
might have added Mk. iii. 3, éyecpe ele rd 
pécov, LK, vi. 8, or70e ele rd wéoov, Joh. xx. 
19, 26, gern ele Td pécow. 

1]. For olxodonotvrwv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
olxodcneyv, fr. ABD and many curss,: but I 
can only add Lam. 1184. The t. rec. may be, 
as Al. pronounces, ‘‘a correcn to suit LXX & 
Matt. xxi. 42;” but it is more probable that 
olxodcuew is a correcn of the Greek by Alexn 
critics. 

12. For odre, Ln. & Tis. read ovd?, fr. AB 
and, Tis. says, 30 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
Scr. h, k, 0, Mus. 5777, 5620, 16184, & Cov. 4, 
omd by Mill]. But Mey. & Al. reject it, re- 

arding ovdé as a philological correcn. I am 

inclined to with them, and would edit 
ovre, in the use ef wh. Lk. has some pecu- 
liarities. 

14, For é&, I would now, with Lna., Tis., & 
Al, read re, fr. ABD%E and many curss. [add 
Lam. 1184, Mus. 11836, 16184, & Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill], with the Vig., Syr. & Sah., Eth. & 
Ar. veres., and confirmed by internal evidence 
existing in this annexive use of +e, by wh. it 
conjoins clauses, as supr. i. 15, nv re SyxAoe 
évon. (where, for want of knowing this use, 
some critics corrected to dé), and oft elsewh. It 
has here exactly this use, but ‘here forms a pecu- 
liarity wh. is very rare elsewh., even in Luke, 
consisting in this, that in the present context ra 
-——ta occur together, each annexing a clause, 
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and both combining a portion wh. is s ded 
on é8adpuaLoy, q. d. that (as Al. observes) their 
astonishment set them to think, and reminded 
them that they had seen these men with Jesus. 
Al. ably vindicates, against De Wette, the cor- 
rectness of the text, in wh. he shows that there 
is no contrast, as De Wette maintains, who also 
wrongly calls the two clauses two sentences. 
The two clauses introduce the two circum- 
stances, wh. the Sanhedr. could not deny, & wh. 
were (as Al. says) the boldness of these men, 
conferred by their companionship with Jesus, 
and the presence of the healed man standing (no 
longer a cripple) with them. Tis. seems partly 
aware of the ii! nature of = ciate since he 

ints accordingly, espec. ing a comma, 
Pith Al., anor Wasnator ut the same had 
been done long ago by Wolf Cephal. ed. 1524, 
also in the Compl. edn and in the earliest edd. 
of the Vig., after the Cod. Amiatinus. 

15. ovvéBadXoyp is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
AF &, Tis. says, 30 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
85, Scr. d, e, f, g, h, k3, 1, m, 0, Mus. 5115, 
5577, 11836, 16184], confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as ovyéSBadov may be a correcn 
of revisers to more usual tense. See note on 
Mk. vi. 56. Whether the same applies, as Al. 
thinks, to t. rec. wo:joouev at next v., for wh. 
Tie. 2 & Al.ed. wothowmer, fr. AE & 25 curss. 
{add Lam. 1190, Scr. k, m, Mus. 5588, 11836, 
& 16184}, I doubt, as also did Ln. and now does 
Tis., who has restored t. rec., rightly; for it is 
vain to suppose it, with Al., “‘a corrn to more 
usual expression,” supr. ii. 37, and he might 
have added Lk. iii. 10, 14, & elsewh., where the 
reading is doubtful, though the balance rather 
turns in favour of the subjunct. 

18. avrote after wapiyy. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABDE and not a few curss. [to 
wh. I can only add Scr. k}, confirmed by the 
Vig., Syr. Post., & Arm. verss, Al. pronounces 
it @ common filling But the need of filli 
up was not 80 great as that it shd have extend 
to all the copies exc. a few. Iam inclined to 
think that in those few the word was expunged 
ty critics to remove something like tautology. 

he authority of Bin favour of the absence of 
aurvi¢ is greatly diminished by its omission 
(alone) of the next +06, wh. has the strongest 
mark of genuineness: yet it was removed, like 
auvots, for compression. To the same may be 
ascribed the omission of uh Pbeyyeo8ar iv 
Scr. e (alone) : perhaps, too, the critics stumbled 
at the peculiar use of the word here, though its 
original and primitive sense is “ to utter a sound 
by the voice,” asin Julian, Cesar, p. 327, p0éy- 
yso8at wadXov Ff AadAaiv, and Lucian, si dd 
Kal p0éyEoto wovoy. 

19. «lw. wpce avr. is od. by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
fr. ABDE and 10 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 1190, 
Scr. k]: but it seems a mere altern of position 


nor peepee: 

. eldausy is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABD 4 [I add fdupuev, fr. Cov. 2, omd b 
Mill]: also eidwuev, N 73, also in Lam. 11 
Scr., fr. error of scribes for sidauev. And so 
oléauey, B 1. 

21. xo\doworv, wh. I find in B, is worthy of 
attention, since the active occurs several times in 
the Sept. & Apocr., and may have been a Syrian 
Greek idiom. 

22. [ cannot receive yeyova: on such insaffi- 
cient authority as BD. The reading may here 
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have arisen in so few copies from error of 
acribes. 

25. The text of this verse was prob. at an 
early period in a state of much confusion, which 
was doubtless increased by the progress of tran- 
scription. Under these circumstances Ln. & Tis. } 
thought it best to keep to the text of the oldest 
MSS. ABE & 7 cures., & Athan., fr. 5 MSS., 
namely, o Tov warp. nuwy dia wvedp. dylov 
otdépuaros Aav. ratdds cov elxwwy. But Tis. 
has in his 3d, as in his 2d edn, rejected that 
reading, and on good grounds. Qn the other 
hand, Al. avers that t. rec. has been an emenda- 
tion and simplification of the text (as above), 
which bears in this its original state the solemn 
and elevated character of the rest of the prayer. 
For my own part, I cannot bring myself to be- 
lieve that Luke would ever have indited a passage 
so strangely harsh in construcn. 

27. I still continue to adopt the words éy +9 
woke ravry, fr. ABDE &, Tis. says, 25 curss., 
to wh. I can add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, Ser. 
g, k, 0, Mus. 16184, supported by the most 
weighty verss., but whether confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence is the question. The words might 
be excluded fr. the text on account of the redun- 
dancy of what is said therein: but that might 
well arise fr. the obscureness of what is inti- 
Mated; and no wonder, since, as Bp. Jebb 
affirms, they have no equivalent in the pro- 
phecy. But was it necessary that they should? 
this being only a circumstance which could not 
well be aotight therein, and which, neverthe- 
less, was important to be considered, as showing 
the heinousness of the insurrection and rebel- 
lion, q. d. in this thy holy city, where least of al] 
this outrage could be expected or be thought be- 
fitting. So Kuin. afterGrot. There isa reference 
to Ps. ii. 6, and what is there said is transferred 
to Jesus, ‘‘ Regem meum super Sione monte mihi 
sacro.”” Thus, so far from the words being re- 
dundant, they are, as Kuin. & Rosenm. observed, 
** Stgnificanter dicta, et sic augetur vis rei,” q. d. 
* in hac ipea urbe tua, rex ille Messias repudiatus 
est.”” 

30. In xeipd cov éxrelveeyv ce A & B om. 
cou, the former reading oe dxr., the latter éxr. 
ot. The o« is omd in DE & 8 curss. [add 
Lam. 118], Scr. f] and adopted by Tis.; the 
oov is omd in AC and adopted by Ln., who 
edits éxr. oe. For my own part, considerin 
the state of the evidence, I cannot but with Al. 
follow the t. rec. and the great body of the MSS. 
in retaining both pronouns here, and gov supr. 

» as ing best with the character of the 
diction in the prayer. Both pronouns were, 
however, thought unnecessary, and the critics 
could not agree which to take and which to 
leave. 

31. For wvetu. dy., Ln, Tis., & Al. read 
Tov ay. xv., with ABD et al. (but where are 
these alis?): and A). thinks t. rec. was a mere 
altern to square with sepr. ii. 4. But that such 
a change shd have been made for such a pur- 
pose, and come into all the copies but 3, is far 
ees probable than that in those 3 the reading 
‘was a critl correcn to what was thought a 
stronger sense and one more usual; and the 
same altern occurs in E et al. at ii. 4. But 
Al. admits that the meaning is the same, though 
the expression varies. 

Mera wafp., ‘ with free-spokenness,’ mean- 
ing, without any suppression of what might not 
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be palatable, and thus bring them into trouble. 
The glossematical words added in DE, Bede, 
Iren., & Aug., wavri ra Oidovri mioredaty, 
proceed on a stratning of the sense of wafp., 
which is simply as above stated. 

. Ln. cancels 9 after xapdia & Wuyh, fr. 
ABD, Orig., & Bas.; “an altern,” says AL, 
‘ for simplification ;” rather, for compression. 

33. For wey. édvv., Ln, Tis. 2, & Al. read 
éuv. uey., fr. ABD & 3 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
84, Scr. hh}. But good reasons exist for retain- 
ing the ordinary posn, as Tis. now sees, who 
has restored it. 

34. qv for the 2d twrApy. in ABF [add Lam. 
1182, Ser. h] was wrongly ed. by Ln. & Tis., it 
being a mere critl correcn to remove tautology., 

35. Aredidero is ed. by Un., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDE; but wrongly, since, as I have before 
shown, there is no reason to think that this 
barbarism, prob. formed on careless pronuncia- 
tion, was ever used by Luke or any other correct 
writer. 

36. For ’Iwoys, Ln., Tis., & Al. read "Iwond, 
fr. ABDE 40 and many other curss., confirmed 
by supr. i. 23, and by the passages of Epiphan. 
adduced by Tis. 3. 

For t. rec. dad, Ln. & Tis. edit amd, fr. ABE 
and above 30 curss. [add Lam. 1]82, 85, Scr. g, 
h, 1, m, Mus. 5777, 11836]: and it seems con- 
firmed by internal evidence, from its being the 
more difficult reading. Al., however, retains 
the bw on the score of its seeming to be gram- 
matically required; but surely not more than 
the vwo at Lk. vi. 18, where Al. edits évoyA. 
a@mo awveup. &kuO., and accounts for the reading 
of ved “on the score of the critics misunder- 
standing dao.” The truth is, this use of awd 
is very rare, and the sense a a peculiar one, 
namely, on the part of, as in Thucyd. iii. 36, 
yuouat ad’ sxaorwy irdéyovro, also figura- 
tively, by the means of, through the agency of, as 
in Lk. ix. 22, dwodoxipacbjva: dad TH wpec- 
Buripwy. 


V. 2. For cuverdulac, ovvecdvins is ed. by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABE, prob. the original 
and genuine Hellenistic form. 

Avrov is cancd by La., Tis., & Al., fr. ABD 
& 8 curss:—a manifest crit. correcn of an Hel- 
lenistic idiom. 

3. After voogdic. Tis. & Al. add os, fr. D 
&, Tis. says, above 25 curses. [add Lam. 1181, 
82, 83, 90, Scr. f, g, bh, m, Mus. 11836, 16184, 
17469], confirmed by internal evidence, inas- 
much as it is far more likely to have been re- 
moved as superfluous than added. 

5. © before ’Avav. is prefixed by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABE & 25 curss, [add Lam. 1181, 82, 
83, 85, Ser. f, g, h, k, m, o, Mus. 11836, 16184, 
17464, Cov. 2, 3, 4, om. by Mill]: and since 
internal evidence is in its favour, it may be 
received. 

Tavra after d&xov. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABD & 6 curss. [add Scr. k]}: but in- 
ternal evidence being equally balanced, will 
only allow it to be bracketed. 

8. da after dwexp. is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
B et al. aliqg. But I cannot find these als: 
and B, teste Vaio, has the 82, so that the t. rec. 
is really the simplest reading consistently with 
truth. 

For av+j, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wpds avriy, 
fr. ABDE and many curss., to wh. I can add 
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Lam. 1181, 85, Scr. e, m. Lam. 1182 & Mas. 
5588 have neither reading. 

9. atars after o dé Dlévp. iscancd by Ln., Tis, 
& Al., fr. BD & 4 curss. [I add Cov. 4, omd by 
Mill], but without a shadow of reason. 

12. Tis. & Al. place wodAd after ras, fr. 
ABDE al.; and internal evidence is in its 
favour, since it is, as observes Al., characteristic 
of the evangel. to insert clauses between words 
in concord, 

15, For «X\:wwy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read xAwe- 
piev, fr. ABD & alii multi: and Scholz adds 
the alii multi to 5 curss., omitting Wetstein’s 
six. Al. styles t rec. a correcn to more usual 
word; but the other reading is the real correcn, 
originating in critics, and suggested by the Vlg. 
and some copies of the Ital. It was unlikely 
that Lk. should use a term no where occurring 
in the N. T., nor in the Sept., and very rarely 
in the class. writers. 

18. avrwv after ystpas is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABD 40; a critl correcn to convert 
Hellenistic into class. constrn. 

19. ras is caned by Al. & Tis. 3, fr. ABD 
40, 69—a crit] correcn for compression ; though 
the +7 might be lost by being written abbrevia- 
tim and closely united with yuxrds, as in several 
MSS. which i tisee collated. One cannot sup- 
pose THs wu«rde could have come by oorrecn (as 
Al. aupnonet) into all the copies but 5: though 
we may easily imagine that in those 5 it might 
be removed by correcn as unnecessary, and in 
the ordinary u dropped. See note on Lk. v. 
5, xvi. 9, xaii. 10. 

For fworge, Tis. 2 & 3 reads avoifas, fr. A 
& 5 curss.—an evident correcn to ense the con- 
strucn, the critics perpetually stumbling at vo 
participles. 

22. For twrnp. wapayev., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read wapey. uxno., fr. AB 40 & 6 or 7 curss., 
to wh. I can only add Lam. 1182 & Scr. h; and 
in 80 few it was prob. an error of scribes first 
omitting the bwnp., and then inserting it in the 
wrong place. 

23. gay after +d is caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABD & 4 cures. It may have been inserted 
in order to match the subsequent 64; but it 
may rather have been lust, in so few copies, by 
inadvertence of scribes passing over the obscure 
abbrevn. Lk. does use a uév without a dé follow- 
ing; but never a d2 where there has been no pep. 

xexAerouévoy] Not shut, but fastened by 
bolts and bars. Aéschy]. Suppl. 954, wodw ow. 
MnXavy KexAscapivny. So iv waoy dodpadeia 
for obv waoy acd. = meta wWaons aopadslas 
in Cebes. But éy may here denote state or con- 
dition, as to circumstances. Render, ‘in a state 
of complete security.” "Efw, which I have 
double-bracketed, is cancelled by Gr., Sch., Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABDE and very many cursives 

{add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, Ser. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 
o, and all the Mus. copies collated by me], 
confirmed by all the ancient versions, and several 
Gr. fathers. The critics who foisted in the ZF, 
prob, had in mind Matt. xii. 47, Mk. iii. 31, 
also Lk. xxiv. 50, where howr the same class of 
critics as BDL, with their wonted caprice, 
cancd é&w after éf#y. On the other hand, at 
Joh. xviii. 29 they mterpolated g& um after £EHA9. : 
though in both those passages Ln. chose rather 
to adopt the reading of the critics than that of the 
evangelist. 

For od, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éwi, fr. 


ABD & 96: and Al. pronounces t. rec. acorrech 
to more usual term: but that ie not the case, 
since it only occura elsewh. t/r. xii. 6, Joh. v. 
9, Soph. El. 109, Eurip. Cycl. 628; yet since 
Lk. has used it once, he may have done so a 
second time. However, the wo have 
been introduced here fr. that passage, which is 
quite akin to this; and internal evidence is 
quite in favour of éwi, since it is a very rare 
expression, never occurring in the class. writers, 
nor in the N. T. Yet it is found in the Sept. 
at Gen. xviii. 1, xxxiii. 9, Lev. i. 5, Num. xi. 
10, xii. 9, xxvii. 2, though it was altered in 
some copies to more usual constrn. Accord- 
ingly, it would seem to have been an expression 
of Alexn Greek, and was prob. used by Lk. here. 

25. Aéyeow is cancd by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. 
ABDE and very many curss., to wh. I can add 
nearly all the Lam., Ser., & Mus. copies. But 
I am not prepared to expunge it, because internal 
evidence is rather in favour of the word, which 
was less likely to be interpolated than 
as unnec The same peculiar and, it 
seems, Hellenistic constracn occurs at Job. iv. 
51, adanyyeruav Xéyovres Sri, where some 
one as we find fr. D ar several delat re- 
moved Aéyortes; nay, in this very chap. supr. 
v. 22, whew we have awsyye:Aav Adyorres, 
the revisers spared Aéy., but removed ort. 
Moreover, in another passage of Luke himself, 
Gosp. viii. 20, we have nai adwnyyéAy avres, 
Asyovrwy’ 4 pnrup K.v.A., where BDL and its 
ueual followers omit Asyevre» and insert 
dri: and the reading was adopted by Lo., but 
wrongly. The state of the evidence éhere, and 
the fact that Aeyorrwyv was written by Luke, 
quite confirms ner here. 

26. For jyay., Ln., ed. 1, reads Fyev, fr. BD3. 
But it is a common correcn of Alexandn critics, 
and oft suggested, as here, by the Ital. or Vulg. 
verss. Another crit] lapee is fallen into by 
him in this verse by cancelling fva before uy 
A\.\0ao8., fr. BDE & 4 cures. But it is evi- 
dently a mere crit] correcn proceeding on a false 
view of the construcn by making gy connect 
with époB. Whereas the true construcn is that 
wh. connects Zya at) AcBacd. with ov pera Bias ; 
but Lach., by removing the dya and placing the 
words ido. yap tr. Aady wy ALO. In a paren- 
thesis, alike corrupts the reading and destroys 
the construcn. I would now edit thus: ov 
pera Bias—igof. yao T. AXadv—iva wy Ax. 

27. For o dpyzepeds, D? has ieyeds, and it 
is so cited by a Latin father of the 4th centory, 
and, slender as is the authority, it is somewhat 
confirmed by internal evidence, since iepevs may 
have been used for dpycspeus, as in several pas- 
sages of the Greek Pest. and the Septuagint 
cited or referred to in my Lex. N. T. in voce 
lepeve. It is true that the word can never of 
stself bear that meaning, but only that the con- 
text pointe out the priest thus designated to be 
the high priest ; though, for greater plainness, 
péyas is occasionally, both in the Gr. Test. and 
the Sept., inserted. 

28. od is cancd by Ln, Tis, & Al., fr. AB 
(alone), Vig., It., & Cop. veres.: and Al. re 
gards t. rec. a8 a correcn, suggested by imp. 
above, to make what is said a question. But 
this is founded on a most base'ess surmise. In 
short, it is the reading of the two MSS., and not 
that of all the reet of the copies, that presents 
the correcn, wh. arose, I doubt not, fr. critics 
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who, stumbling at od, where a direct affirmation 
seemed to be demanded, removed the negative 
particle—not aware, it seems, of this idiom by 
which the ov is used in a negative question in 
the sence of nonne ? where an affirmative answer 
is presupposed, so that such a negative question 
as this stands instead of a direct a ion, 
though having far more of spirit and force. See 
Buttm. Gr. g 148, 5, Winer, § 63, 3, and my 
Lex. N. T. in v. ov sub fine, where many exx. 
are adduced. What may serve to place the 
matter beyond doubt is, that Chrys., in citing 
this e, writes ovxi, by which the Helle- 
nistic idiom is changed to what is pure class, 
Greek. It is true that some lexicographers of 
N. T., as Wahl & Robins., adduce the idiom fr. 
Xen. Cyr. v. 5, 13, ov wai od dpodoyices, 
pndiv bw’ inov ddixasta@ar: but I suspect that 
Xen. wrote ovxl ov. The emphatic od needs 
the xai intensive. 

29. For elwwy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read siwde, 
fr. ABCD, Scr. p; and internal evidence is 
quite in its favour, the t. rec. being prob. a cor- 
recn to more usual form. 

Before 6 Ode, Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel «ipioe, 
fr. ABD, Vig., Sah., & /&th. verss.; while Al. 

rds it as an interpoln fr. Deut. xviii. 15, 
And as the words are virtually a cttation fr. Deut. 
(so indeed Al. terms it), it may prob. be such. 

34. The vr: after Boayd is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABDE & 13 or 14 curss. But inter- 
nal evidence is quite in fateh of the r:, wh. was 
omd by inadvertency of scribes, since the expres- 
sion Spay’ ri, to denote some short space, 
though used by the best writers, as Thucyd. ii. 
99, 5, iv. 106, 109, vii. 2 & 13, and occurring in 
Heb. ii. 7 & 9, was not unfreqy eropies down 
to Bpayxi by the scribes, from the r: being (as it 
continually is) united closely with the Bpaxd 
and expressed by abbrevn. 

For rods avoor., Ln. & Tis. read 7. dvOpwr., 
fr. AB 80, Vig. Cop., & Arm. verss.—very in- 
sufficient authority, and even that discounte- 
nanced by internal evidence, inasmuch as it 
seems a mere arbitrary correcn, prob. suggested 
by Vlg. to match the term used at the next 
verse and v. 38. But there it is used in oratione 
directa, while here dwoor. is required as found 
atv. 40 sine v. 1. "“E~w wo:noa, to put forth 
cause to withdraw, is a very rare phrase, wh. I 
find elsewh. only in Hdot. v. 33. 

36. For wpooaxoAA0n, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
arpooex\i8n, fr. ABC® & 10 curss. fadd Lam. 
11823, 83, 84, 85, Scr. h, m, Mus. 5116, et al.J, 
confirmed by wpocixXn®. (an itacism), which is 
found in A%E &, Tis. says, above 40 curses. [add 
Scr. g, 1]: so that, on the whole, the external evi- 
dence for wpocexoAX. is inconsiderable, and I 
now suspect it to be only one among the several 
interpretations of or substitutions for mpoo- 


exXi@n, at wh., it seems, some critics stumbled . 


owing to the uncommonness of the word, which 
is one no where else occurring in N. T. Be- 
sides, the itecistic spelling might suggest to 
their minds wrpocaxoX\A4On, wh. occurs in Matt. 
xix. 5, Mk. x. 7, Eph. v. 31, and the Sept. 
Considering the character of the word in this 
mid. reflex. form, one of later and less pure 
Grecism, and the writers who have alone em- 

loyed it, as Sext. Empir., Epiphan., & Clem. 
Ce whom I have adduced cee), it is likely that 

piphan. & Clem. had this passage of Lk. in 
mind; and if s0, they must have had wpocaxA. 
in their copies; which circumstance will go 
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far to prove it to have been the original 
reading. 

For weal, Ln., Tis., & Al. read os, fr. 
ABCDE &, Tis. says, many curss. I can only 
find 10: but I can add Lam. 1182, Ser. h. 

The positn dvépa@y dp.8., as adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDE &, Tis. says, many 
curss. (?), seems a mere crit. correcn for neater 
composition, like the we for wei just before. 

. lxavdy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
A'B 91, Vig., It. a, & Cyr. The word is trans- 
oo in E and several curss. [add Scr. k] before 

adv, so that in so few copies as 3 it may have 
been dost by variety of positn. Luke was very 
likely to use the term, as he has so oft done 
elsewh.; though occasionally the critics have 
either expunged or altered it to woAdy, a8 some 
do here. 

39. For ddvacBe, Ln. & Tis. read dvyjoncbe, 
fr. BCDE &, Tis. says, above 30 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, Scr. h, k, Mus. 5115]: but internal 
evidence is not favourable, inasmuch as it seems 
to be a mere altern of critics, which they thought 
called for by the context, but wrongly. 
my note and that of Al. 

40. abrovs is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABC alone: and the deficiency is not compen- 
sated by internal evidence, since it is far more 
probable that the word was removed by critics 
to improve the composn, than added in all the 
copies but 3 to fill up an ellipse. 

41. The avrov, wh. I have bracketed, is 
cancd by Lao., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDH and 
many curss. [add Lam. 1182, Ser. d, h], not, 
howr, confirmed by internal evidence, since the 
number of readings supplying the needed geni- 
tive plainly shows them to be all alike spurious. 

For 'Ina. rdv Xp., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
vdv Xp. 'Inc., fr. AB &, Tis. says, 80 curss. 
[add Lam. 1182, 85, Scr. h, m, 0, Cant. 2]. I¢ 
may be, and prob. is, the genuine reading. 


VI. 3. dylou is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BD 137, 180, 3 MSS. of Vig., & the Copt. & 
later Syr. verss. But since, as Al. has admitted, 
the point is doubtful, I wd follow his example 
in bracketing the word. 

I continue to read xaracrijcoury, fr. ABCDE 
and many cures., exclus. of all the Lam. MSS. 
aie Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, Mus. 1116, 16, 184, 
et al. 

8. For wiorewe, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Xapiros, with ABD &, Tis. says, above 20 
curss. [add Scr, k] : and internal evidence is in 
its favour, since t. rec. is prob. an altern from 


supr. v. 5. 

13. I have double-brackd, and Lan., Tis., & 
Al. cancd, BAdoo., fr. ABCD & 7 curss. [add 
ites tap since it is evidently an interpolation 

. ve LT, 

As to rovrov, wh. I have single-brackd, and 
they have cancd, fr. ADEH &, Tis. says, 40 
curss. [add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, Scr. f, h, 1, 0, 
Mus. , 16184], internal evidence is rather 
in favour of the word, which was more likely to 
be removed, as unnecessary, than ¢ » as 
Al. avers, to make it agree with v. 14. Besides, 
it may have been removed on account of rovroy 
vTowoy occurring so soon after, especy since here 
the wording might seem overloaded. 


VII. 1. dpa is cancd by Ln., fr. ABC & & 
cures, But Tis. & Al. retain the word (as I 
have done), with reason, since the omission of 
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the particle, as thought superfluous, is easily 
accounted for; not so the insertion. 

5. Ln., Tis., & Al. read dovy. abra, for a. 
Gouv., fr. BCDH & 30 curss. [add Lam. 1181, 
82, 83, 84, 90, 95, 96, Scr. f, g, 1, m, n, 0, Mus. 
5115, 11836, Cov. 2, 8, 4 (omd by Mill), 
6588, 16184]: and internal evidence being in 
its favour, I would now receive it. 

. For dovAricewct, Tis. & Al. read -cover, 
fr. ACD 26, 96: and Al. pronounces t. rec. a 
correcn to suit the Sept. But the slenderness 
.of external evidence discountenances such a 
change, which could hardly have come into all 
the copies but 5. 

10. For éEeiAero I wd now edit -AaTo, fr. 
ABCDE & many curss., internal evidence 
strongly confirming thie Alexn & Syrn Greek 

orm. 

12. For ctra I wd now read, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., ovria, fr. ABCDE & many curss., inter- 
nal evidence being in its favour. 

14, The avrou is cancd by Lao., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABGH &, Tis. says, 40 cures. [add 
Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. f,g, m, 0]. Just before the 

sition 'laxwB, roy war. avtow is adopted by 

n., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE & many curas. [add 
Lam. 1182, 85, Scr. h, m, Mus. 5540 & Cov. 4, 
omd by Mill]. The latter reading may be re- 
ceived, but not the former, since the word was 


drawn. 
, Ln, Tie, & Al. read o, fr. 
ABCDE & many curss. [add Lam. | 184, Scr. 
g, 1, m), and internal evidence confirms external 
authority, since t. rec. seems to have been a cor- 
recn for simplification of constrn. 

I would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
"Eupwp, fr. ABCDH [add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. 
h). The readings év Yvyin in BC & 8 curss., 
and rou dy .in AE & 3 curss., were both mere 
crit] correcns (the latter a blending of both 
readings rou & éy, and hence wrongly edited by 
Ln.) proceeding from those who supposed Dux. 


here to be a name of place. 
Ln. Tis., & Al. read wpo- 


f 

17. For épocep, 

Adyyouy, fr. ABC 15, 36: and Al. pronounces 
the t. rec. and érnyysidaro in DE to be varia- 
tions (rather alterations) arising fr. the unusual 
sense of muortcy. But that rests on mere sur- 
mise, and it pesto arco that such a sense of 
Onodoy. ever existed. Considering the extreme 
slenderness of the evidence for it here, I cannot 
doubt that (as Matth. thought) this reading was 
derived fr. the Vlg., as the other, éwyyv., fr. 
the Ital. The critics stumbled at the harshness 
of the phrase, and hence, combining the reading 
of the Vig. with Matt. xiv. 7, m0’ Spxov 
apokoyngey —dvvvut, concocted this Greek 


ing. 
19. The 24 hc is cancd by Lu. & Tis,, fr. 
BD: but it was evidently a mere critl correen 
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to remove tautology, and prob. suggested by ite 
absence in somg Lat. copies. ; 

As respects the position wouty ta Bpion 
gx., ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC (alone), 
internal evidence is in its favour; and, with 
greater external authority, it might be received. 

20. avrov after watpds is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCH & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1181, 
82, 83, Scr. g, h, 1, m, p, Mus. 5115, et al.}; and 
internal avideace being unfavourable, 1 would 
bracket the word. 

21. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., read 
évaitato, fr. ABCDEH & many curss., excl. 
of Scr. f, p. 

22. Before wdoy o. I would now, with Tia 
& Al., insert év, from ACE & some curss., con- 
firmed by internal evidence, from its being the 
simplest of the several vv. lectt. extant. It 
seems to have been expunged, or altered into an 
equiv. construcn, in order to prevent the thrice 
occurrence of év in the same sentence. 

Avroi after ipyorc is adopted by Lan., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDE & many curss. {add Lam. 1184 
& Scr. p); and since it may have been omitted 
as superfluous—though it has a force highly 
suitable here (esp. if we consider the passage 
of Jos. Ant. iii. 1, 4, which I have adduced),—I 
would now receive it. 

25. For avroie cwrno., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
cwr. ai’rois, fr. ABCD & 96 [add Scr. m & p]; 
and internal evidence being rather in favour of 
the reading, I wd now receive it. 

26. I wd now, for ri di, read ry Te, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD°H & many curs. 
add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, Scr. f, g, h, 1, m, o: ph 

us. 5515, 16184, et al.]. Tis. 3 has righ y 
restored ovyyjAacev, internal evidence being 
strongly in its favour, inasmuch as all the varic- 
tions of reading arose fr. misconception of the 
original reading, and consequent endeavours to 
clear up an imaginary difficulty. ‘Yusie is cancd 
by Ln. & Tis., fr. ABCE &, Tis. says, many 
curss. (I can only find seven), {add Scr. p): but 
Al. retains, as I have done, the word, as being 
more likely to be lost by inadvertence or re 
moved as superfluous, in a comparatively few 
MSS. all of one class, than interpolated. 

27. For nuas, 1 wd now read nucy, fr. ABCH 
&, Tis. says, 30 curse. [add Scr. m, p]: and 
internal evidence is in its favour. The other 
was prob. derived fr. the Sept. 

28. For y@is, La. & Tis read éyOis, fr. 
BCD et al., but Al. retains y@., rightly, as 
appear from note on Joh. iv. 52. 

50. Kuptov after dyy. is cancd by Ln., Tis, 
& Al., fr. ABC & several curss. [add Lam. 
1185 & Scr. p); and since internal evidence 1s 
unfavourable, I would bracket it. For pAcvy. 
mwupos, Tis. & Al. read wrupi pAoyds, fr. ACE 
&, Tis. says, many curss. But 1 cannot find 
more than nine,—as to Scholz's ef alts permult, 
they existed only in his imagination. As to 
myself, I can make no addition ; nevertheless 
internal evidence is very much in its favour, from 
the peculiarity of the ion, wh. recurs at 
2 Thess. i. 8, where it is much more strongly 
attested : pai it is no wonder that in bo 

the alteration iy mA. avp. shd have 


made by the ordinary revisers, who had in 
mind the Heb. text in Exod. iii. 2, also in the 


Alex. MS. and very many cures. (though MS. B 
and a few ancient curss. have é» wupi ot, & 
in Ecclus. viii. 10 there is, ay dawwpeatye iv 


wupi prAoyer avrov): and they were the more 
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disposed to adopt it since the proprietas lingua 
requires that constrn, which occurs also in Pind. 
Pyth. iv. 400, of dAédya —awriov xatoméivoio 
mwvupdr, so too in Eurip. Bacch. 8, Cycl. 386, 
Heracl. 914, Aésch. Ag. 496, though confined to 
the poets. According to either reading, there is 
a harsh hypallage, and the genit. subst. is put 
for the cognate adjective. Moreover, of the 
reading wh. 1 now adopt, the best rendering will 
be, “‘ in the fiery flame of a thorn-bush [on fire),” 
which last circumstance is to be mentally su 
plied, as in the context. As to the diversity fr. 
the reading of the Sept., that is easily made up 
by supposing that Luke's copy was without the 
words é« rov; and they are absent in some 
citations of Orig. & Euseb.; while Just. Mart., 
Cyr., and others omit the rov, which as the 
text now stands cannot be defended. But I sus- 
ct that it is, and has been for some time,—how 
ong | cannot say,—corrupt by the logs of uécou 
after rov, which was lost by inadvertence of 
ascribes, the word being expressed by abbrevn at 
the end of a line (on wh. see Bast, Comm. 
Paleogr. at p. 825 of Greg. de Dial., where it is 


2 
expressed by «). Thus the ros removed by 
several fathers and critics may and ought to be 
retained, and aécov is demanded by the Hebrew 
original]. 

l. For é0avmace, Tie. & Al. read eOuvuate, 
fr. DEH &, Tis. says, 40 curss. {add Lam. 1183, 
Scr. f, g, 1, m, Mus. 5115, 5588, 16184, & Covel. 
3, 4, & Cant. 2, omd by Mill]. Al. pronounces 
t. rec. a correcr to the historical tense. But the 
eorrn prob. lies in the other quarter, the critics 
thinking the imperf. tense the more suitable, 
and having in mind Mk. vi. 6 & 61, Lk. i. 21, 
iv. 22, Job. iv. 27, vii. 15. See note on Mk. 
xii. 17. The werds wpde abrde are cancd by 
Lo., Tis., & Al., fr. AB & many cures. [add 
Scr. p}: but it is evidently a mere crit. correcn 
of composn, prob. suggested by some Lat. copies 
of the It. & Vig., to premote compression. 
- For év w, im, Tis., & Al. read iq’ o, fr. 
ABCD {add Ser. Pi: and Al. styles t. ree. a 
mere correen to suit the Sept. But it is far less 
prob. that se petty a correcn shd have been 
introduced into all the copies exe. 4, than that 
in those 4 the reading was a correcn of the some- 
what homely Greek. 

34. For dwooredw, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
éwocreitw, fr. ABCDE & 6 curss. {add Lam. 
1184, Scr. p], which, as it is the most ancient 
reading, and that found in the Sept., is prob. 
genuine. 

35. For dwéore:Xe, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
anvéoralxs, fr. ABDE & 9 curss.: but I sus- 

t it to have been a correcn of tense obtruded 

y crities, as in Joh. vi. 57, vii. 29. For é», 
Lo., Tis., & Al. read ody, fr. ABCDE & 8 
curse. {add Lam. 1184, Ser. p}: but I cannot 
receive it, since it is not susceptible of any 
suitable sense, without straining. See Meyer, 
and also Alford’s stricture. ‘Considering the 
fewness of the copies (only 15) wh. have this 
reading, I cannot doubt that the two words were 
confounded by ancient scribes, of which see exx. 
in Greg. de Dial. ed. Sch. p. 494 & 714. More- 
over, the critics might stumble at the Hellenistic 
and Hebraistic idiom, and hence alter it. Be- 
sides, the thing is placed beyond doubt by the 
same idiom occurring at Gal. iii. 19, dkatrayeis 
6: adyytiitwv iv yepl uecitov. See my note 
there and on Acts vii. 53, and compare the 
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eimilar expression of the same thing and person 
supr. Vv. Bs, dca yaipds aitrou did. owtnp. 
QuTois. 

37. For elwey, Ln., Tis., & Al. read elas, 
fr. ABCD [add Scr. p]. and internalevidence is 
quite in its favour, the t. rec. being prob. 8 
correcn to more usual form. Before o 6eds, 
Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel «épsos, fr. ABD, Vig., 
Sah., & Eth. veres.; while Al. regards it as an 
interpolation fr. Deut. xviii. 15. And as the 
words are virtually a citation (so Al. calls it) fr. 
Deut., one cannot suppose that Lk. would feel 
warranted in omitting so weighty a word, oft 
used in that same chapter, and in this, supr. v. 
16. The words abrouv dxovcece are cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABH &, Tis. says, above 
80 cures. (add Lam. 1182, 85, Scr. g, h, }, m, p, 
Mus. 5115, 5588, 16184]: and internal evidence 
is rather against the authenticity of the words, 
which were prob. introduced from the passage 
of Deut., though they have little aptness here, 
and hence it seems that the evangel. earried his 
citation no further. 

39. For raise xapdlas, Tis. & Al. read rg 
wxapéla, fr. H and, Tis. says, about 50 cures. 
{add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, Ser. f, g h, 1, m, 0, 
Mus. 5115, 5588, 5578, 16184]: but internal 
evidence is almost equally balanced, and the 
question as to the true readiig hardly admits of 
being settled. See more in my note. I am 
now quite of opinion that both here and at the 
kindred passage in/fr. v. 51, the t. rec. has beyond 
all doubt, from its simplicity, the unquestion- 
able stamp of genuineness. ; 

40. For yéyovey, Ln. & Al. read iyévero, fr. 
ABC & 4 curss.; and Al. ds yey. as “a 
correcn to the Sept.” But that rests on mere 
surmiee, and runs counter to the fact, that this 
2nd perf. form, one of Alexandn and later 
Greek, is as oft used by Lk. as by ajl the other 
writers of the N. T.; and thus he was likely to 
use it irrespectively of the alg though it might 
very well come to be altered by critics to the 
more classical form éyévero, as it is supr. iv. 16 
in a few copies, as also at Gosp. ii. 15, aad esp. 
vill. 34, where see note. 

46. For rw 8ew, Ln. edits +. ofxe, fr. BDH: 
and Al. affixes the mark of doubt to @eq@, to 
justify which, he ore to show that ofx@ is 
capable of any tolerable sense. I do not doubt 
that +. olxw was a correcn of critics, who had in 
mind Lk. 1. 33, Baord. imi +. olxov “laxwp, 
and devised in order to remove the [seeming] 
discrepancy at v. 48. 

47. oixod. is rejected by Tis, ed. 3, and 
olxod. restored, with the remark that ‘“‘ quam 
ubique fere ab uno vel altero testium antiquis- 
simorum ista forma exhibeatur (cf. ad Mt. vii. 
24 & xxvi. 21,33, Mc. xii. 1, Le. vii. 5), aut ple- 
rumque aut nusquam recipienda videtur.” I 

nite acquiesce in his canon of criticism ; but 
the present passage does not come within that 
category, since B (teste Mato) hes pxod., and 
the authority of D in a matter of this kind does 
not weigh a straw. ; 

48. yaois after ye:pow. is cancd by La., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCDE 27, 29, 40, 73, 163 (Scr. p), 
with Vig., Syr., & other veras. Internal evi- 
dence is equally balanced. Naots could not, 
indeed, be a gloss; but it might be derived fr. a 
marg. schol. filling up an ellips.; though in that 
case we should have had olxous fr. the preceding 
context. Hence it is better to suppose that 
vaots was introduced by the revisers from the 
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kindred of xvii.24. It may, indeed, be ar- 

ed, that if tk. chose to use yaots at xvii. 24, so 

é would here. But that does not follow. It 
was necessary that vaotc shd there be added 
because there is nothing in the preceding con- 
text from which to supply, by ellips., any noun 
subst.: but here it is very different. On the 
whole, I wd now bracket vaots. 

50. For ravra wayra, ravra tr. ised. by 
Tis. & Al, fr. ABDE [add 31, 78, 80, Lam. 
1182, 95, 96, Mus. 5613, 17469, & Cant. 2). 

§2. For yayévnoGe, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
éyeviobe, fr. ABCDE & many curss. (add Scr. 
k, p, Cov. 2 & 4, omd by Mill]: and internal 
evidence is in its favour, since t. rec. seems a 
mere crit. correction to what seemed a more 
suitable tense; though, as Al. has shown, not 


really such. 

56. For dus 4 -- Ln, Tis.,, & Al. read 
Scnvoryu., fr. i C & 5 cares. [I can only add 
Scr. pj, also Athan. & Cyr. Jer.: and internal 
evidence confirms deficient external, since Luke 
was likely to use (as elsewh.) this elegant and 
significant compound, though the critl revisers 
would be as likely to alter it here as sometimes 
elsewh. to the simple and more usual dvewyu. I 
have, in note on the orgy of Mk., set forth the 
pecs: suitability of the compound verb in 

th of these passages. That so appropriate a 
term shd have been damaged by the inadver- 
tence of the ordinary revisers, is less to be won- 
dered at, than that on the other hand it shd have 
been deliberately deprived of its force by the 
misapplied knowledge of critics. 

58. abray, after iuaria, is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. H &, Tis. says, 40 curss. {add Lam. 
1182, 83, 96, Scr. f, g, h, 1, m, Mus. 5115 & 
5588, 5613, 17469]: but internal evidence is 
rather in favour of the word, which was less 
likely to be inserted by correcn, as Al. thinks, 
than to be removed by Alexn critics, who almost 
systematically swept sway such pronouns as 
could be dispensed with. 

60. Tis. has now restored rhy duapr. rabrny, 
wh. he had, with Al., altered to +. 7. duapr., 
fr. ABCD—an evident critl correcn, as Ln. saw, 
who rejected it. 


VIII. 1. For rs, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 32, 
fr. BCDEH &, Tis. says, above 40 cures. [add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 85, Scr. f, g, h,1, m, p, Mus. 
5618, 11836, 17469], & several verses. & fathers. 
Al. thinks the re has been an altern, since there 
is no ap nee of contrast, but rather of con- 
nexion between the two events; which is very 
true; but was not Lk. quite as much aware of 
that connexion as we can be; and what, we may 
ask, could induce him to uee a particle so inap- 
pupal as it is thought to be? Yet whether 
t be really such may be doubted. The use of 
the word may come under that category by 
which in narration some new circumstance is 
eubjoined. So in Mk. vii. 26, Lk. xxiii. 17, 
Joh. xi. 2, xix. 23, qv di 5 yerav &spados, 
also in Joh. vi. 17, 18, cai cxoria fdr éyaydva 
—f +e [dt D al.] Odracca dinyelpsro, by the 
same variation as in the passage before us. 

6. For re before wpocsty., L., T., & A. read 
é2, fr. ABCD® & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
Bcr. h, p): and internal evidence is in its favour, 
the 22 being here much moro suitable than re, 
from its mp | the continuative force, equiv. to 
whereupon, and so like the Lat. aufem. 1 would 
now point ypiordy’ wpocei or, 
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7. For woAXay, Ln. & Al. read woXdol, fr. 
ABCE & two curss., to which I can-only add 
Scr. p: and I still, with Tis. 2 & 3, see no 
cause to alter t. re The other reading has 
every appearance of being a mere crit. altern, 
oocariunad by the awkward constrn, which led 
to the substitution of woA Aoi to match woAAoi at 
the next clause. Al., indeed, maintains that 
wo\Xcop is the altered reading to with ray 
&xdvrwy, on the difficulty of woAXoi being per- 
ceivéd. But that rests on mere surmise. 
sides, the bringing in here of the nominativus 
pendens, as in Rev. iii. 12, would dispirit the 
expression by imparting great flatness to the 
enunciation ; and there is no proof that Lk. ever 
used that peculiar idiom ; for aa to supr. vii. 40, 
the idiom there is of another kind, coming 
under the category of anacoluthon, on wh. vee 
Kiihner. 

Further on, I would now read day uey. 
with Ln., Tis, & Al, fr. ABCDEH & 3 
curss., excl. of Lam. 1181, 82, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, 
h, 1, m, o, Mus. 5115, 5588, 11836, 17469, 
16184, & Covel. 2, 3,4, omd by Mill. I would 
also read, with Tis. & Al., File xovre, fr. 
ABCDE & 15 curss. [add Lam, 1190—96, Scr. 
k, p, Mus. 5588, 11836, & Cov. 2, omd i ere 
Internal evidence is in favour of both these 
readings, and it is important that the latter shd 
Ld suerte as will appear fr. the able note of 

sch. 

8. For yapd pey., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Woh yxaoa, fr. ABC 47. But internal evi- 
dence is adverse, it being far less likely that 
awoXXi; shd have been altered to me-y. in all the 
copies but 4, than that in those 4 meydAy 
shd have been an arbitrary altern suggested by 
Philem. v. 7; though there woAA. is used 
because yap. signifies thanks, thankfulness. As 
applied to yap., Jy, I know not a single in- 
stance of wodAy, though crag fd peyady. | 
cannot adopt just before, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
iydvero 0é, for xal iyévero, fr. ABC & 7 
curss., since it is prob. a mere crit. correcn. 

9. For éfto7rav, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éf:0- 
vavev, fr. ABCD & 40 [add pet. 3 & Ser. p|— 
slender authority, but da apmimeangt internal 
evidence, since éF:a-rdywy was more likely to be 
the true reading than if:orip. 

10. Before awd, Tis. & Al. (not Ln.) cancel 
wavres, with H &, Tis. says, 50 cures. (add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 85, Scr. f, g, h, 1, m, 0, Mus 
5115, 5588, 11836, 16184): and Tis. & Al 
think it was inserted fr. Heb. viii. J]. It may 
be so; but it is more probable that wadyree here 
was lost, as on very many other occasions, by 
carelessness of scribes ; a circumstance affecting 
all the cases sing., and also the nomin. plural; 
though it has oecasionally happened from critics, 
who thought the word superfluous, since they 
might think it tmplied in dwd puxp. kai pty. 
I should be inclined to insert, with Ln., Tis, & 
Al., xaXouyer, fr. ABCDE & 10 curss., were 
internal evidence quite in its favour; which, 
however, is not the case. It was not unlikely 
to be removed as appearing superfluous, and not 
easy of comprebension: but it may have been 
brought in fr. an ancient scholium. 

11. I am now disposed to receive pavyiare, fr. 
ABCDEGH ; though the absence of curss. may 
seem to discountenance it. Yet I can adduce 
Lam. 1190, 1196, & Ser. f. I do not doubt that 
the form sprung from the Ionic dialect, from 
which i¢ was likely to be introduced into the 
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provincial Greek of Syria and Cilicia. That it 
shd be thought by Dindorf a poetical form I 
wonder ; though it so happens that the two only 
exx. he adduces are from a poet, Eudocia, as in 
the line Kuwpiavos payine: wew:Oudvos ovre- 
Cavyowv. It can hardly be doubted but that 
the Christian, as well as highly talented imperial 
Jady, had in her mind this very passage, and so 
must have had in her copy this very reading. 
For é¢feornxévat, 1 would now read iEeora- 


«xévat, fr. BDG &, Tis. says, many others ;— 
though where he has found them I know not, 
but I can adduce Lam. 1190. 


12. +a@ before wepi is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDE & 3 curss., and internal evi- 
dence is unfavourable, since it is more likely te 
have been omitted by inadvertence, or removed 
as superfluous by those unacquainted with this 
elegant class. idiom. I am now dis te 
bracket tov "Ino. Xp. cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABCDEGH & very many curses. [add Lam. 
1181, 82, 83, Scr. f, h, k, 1, m, 0, p, Mus. 5115, 
5588, 5613, 17469). 

3. duvagecs xai enu. is with reason edited 
by Tis. & Al. (& myself), since to the authority 
mney adduce (EGH & 50 curss.j, I can add Lam. 
1281, 82, 83, 84, Scr. f, g, h, 1,0, Mus. 5115, 
5588, 5613, 11836, 16184, 17464, & Cov. 2, 
oxad by Mill. I would now read y:yomeva and 
bracket weyad., from strong external confirmed 
by internal evidence. 

16. For oda, Ln., Tis., & Al. read obdéare, 
fr. ABCDE & many curss., excl. of Scr. p. As 
to wpoceve. at v. 15, it is not in B: but it 
might have been, esp. as this suppression of the 
augment is frequent in the most ancient MSS. 
See note on Lk. xxiii. 53. 

17. For éweriBovy, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
—ribeoay, fr. ABCD? & 9 curss. [add Lam. 
11834, Scr. 0, p, with Did. & Cyr. Jerus.]; and 
internal evidence somewhat confirme external, 
t. rec. being prob. a simplification of tense by 
revizers who stumbled at the Hellenistic forms. 

18. For Oeacdyuavor, Scholz, Ln., & Tis. 2 & 
3 read ldap, fr. ABCDE & 16 curss. [add Lam. 
1183, 96, Scr. k, 0, p, Mus. 5115, 16184, 
17464}, & some Greek fathers. But internal 
evidence is agatast the word, as being prob. a 
erit. correcn to more ordinary, though less sig- 
nificant, term; the critic being, it seems, un- 
aware that Oeacay. is iarly appropriate, 
inasmuch as the term denotes, as Tittm. de 
Synon., p. 121, points out, not the mere seeing 
or beholding, but the viewing with fixed atten- 
tion, the contemplating of any thing done,—a 
fact,—as by a spectator. 

For wvevpa dycov, Tis. & Al. ed. rd weetpe, 
fr. B & Sah. vers. ; and Ai. remarks that a-y:op is 
@ common addition after wvevua, and suspicious 
wherever there is any variation in MSS., even 
if we must suppese he means the ore Holy 
Spirit. But this is a very uncritical principle, 
and, if acted on as a canon of criticism, wd in 
numerous 8 give the Socinians every ad- 
ponteee over us that they could desire; whereas 
though the addition of the epithet may, under 
certain circumstances, be suspicious, yet the 
absence of it in one MS., and that full of licen- 
tious removals, is far more suspicious, so as to 
leave no doubt of falsification, not indeed, in the 
present passage, to tamper with a doctrine, but 
merely to polish the style by lessening the repe- 
titions of ayo» and promoting compression. 

a 19. bay for ap, wh. I have ed., with Lo., Tis., 
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& AL, is found in ABCEG & many curss., 
excl. of Lam. }182, 83%, 90, Scr. g, h, 1, m, n, 0, 
& a few ancient Mus. copies; and internal evi- 
dence is quite in its favour by its Alex. & Hel- 
lenistic form. 

21. For évwwtov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read gvayre, 
fr. ABC 15, 27, 36 [add Covel. 4). ‘Kyaw. 
may be, as Al. pronounces, a correcn to more 
usual term; but that will not prove that gvavrs 
must necessarily be adopted on such slender 
testimony as siz copies ;—not to say that there 
is no certainty as to whether Lk. ever used the 
strongly Alexandn form gvayr:, for though at 
Lk. i. 8, it occurs in the majority of the MSS., 
yet évavrioy is found in ACFMXA &, Tis. 
says, 60 curss., excl. of Lam. 1177, 79. 89, 94, 
Scr. 0, w, x, y, H, P, Mus. 5540, 14774, De 
Miesy 1, omd by Wets. ; and internal evidence 
is rather in ite favour. I am inclined to think 
that Lk. never used Zyayr: (howr occurring 
perpetually in the Sept.), and évayrioy onl 
twice (with certainty), namely, Gosp. xx. 26, 
xxiv. 19; for as to Acts viii. 19, ivayriov was 

b. derived fr. Sept., Gen. xxxix. 2, xli. 37, 

8. So that even here there is no certainty that 
Luke ever wrote ivayrioy, though he might 
do so, it being prob. a Syrian Greek and Hel- 
lenistic form. Vet from what Tis. has said in 
note Lk. i. 6, it is far more probable that Luke 
here used Evwmiov. 

22. For Qeov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read «uplov, 
fr. ABCDE & 9 curss. [add Scr. k, 0, p, Birch's 
Venet. 109, & Mus. 16184]: and Al. pronounces 
@eov to be a correcn fr. v. 21, or a doctsinal 
alteration. [t may have been the former; but 
it is very unlikely that it was: it was aebberae d 
not the latter, since its antiquity goes bac 
almost to the apostolic period, being recognized 
in the Pesch. Syr. vers. 

25. For bwéorpewyav, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
driorpepor, fr. ABD & 10 curss. [add Ser. p}: 
and Al. pronounces t. rec. an altern to the his- 
toric tense. But it is far lesa likely that an 
altern so bootless shd have been introduced into 
all the copies exc. 15, than that in those few 
bwéorpedov arose fr. Alexn critics, who so 
freq. change aor. to impf. tense; and esp. here, 
as suggested by Vig. redtebant. 

For ‘lepoveaAnu, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ‘Ispo- 
odAvna, fr. ABCD & about 18 curss. [add Lam. 
1184, Scr. k, 0, p): but internal evidence is 
equally balanced. It might be, as Al. supposes, 
a correcn to more usual form; but Lk. was 
more likely to use ‘Iepove. as he does much 
more freq. ; and there is no such strength of 
external authority as to demand the reception of 
"Ispoc0A. 

For stnyyeXlcavro, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
—)iforro, fr. ABCDE & 7 curss. [add Scr. p] 
—almost all of them such copies as have iw- 
éorpeoy just before: and doubtless the read- 
ing came fr. the same critics, whose purpose was 
to make the verbe tally in tense. 

27. rae before Baoir. is acne Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCDE & 2 eurse. {add Scr. p}— 
ineufficient authority and not compensated by 
internal evidence, since it was more likely that 
vie shd have been absorbed in the —«ns pre- 
ceding, than that the art. shd have been inter- 
polated in all the copies exc. 8. Besides, con- 
sidering the significancy of Kavddxn, wh. was a 
pame of office like Pharaoh in Egypt, it was 
likely that it shd have the art. 

28. Tis. has now restored the Ist «ai, wh. he 
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had cancelled in ed. 2, and hag rejected dva- 
yiwoxwy, wh. he had ed., internal evidence 
not sustaining very deficient external, inasmuch 
as it was the awkwardness of the construcn and 
the roughness of the fournure which induced the 
critics to set about polishing the diction. The 
same applies to the transposn of the words at 
the next verse, where Ln., Tis, & Al. ed. 
dveyiv. ‘Ho. +. wpod., fr. ABC 13, 163, where, 
however, it is far more likely that the order in 
t. rec. should have been, as Al. avers, a correcn 
to same order as above, than that in those 5 
copies the same critics as those who polished the 
diction at v. 27, 28, shd have done the same 
here, by a variation of position at the words in 
question such as a pure Gr. class. writer would 
not have failed to adopt. 

32. I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., read 
xeipavros, fr. ACEGH and above 20 curas. 
jaca Lam. 1196, Scr. a, f,1,m.n, 0, Mus. 5588, 

13, 16184]; though even in the Sept. there 
exists the same diversity of reading, where B 
has xeipovros. Itshd seem that while the Sept. 
translators used «xeivorros, Luke preferred the 
Syrian & Palestinian form xeipavos. 

37. Tis. 3 still continues to exclude this verse 
fr. his text, on very considerable authority, 
namely, ABCGH and above 60 curss., exclus. 
of Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, Ser. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, 
p, Mus. 5613, Cov. 4, om. by Mill. On recon- 
sidering the disputed question as to its authen- 
ticity, 1 am still of the same opinion in excluding 
it, esp. since it is not, as Wolf contends, neces- 
sary to the context. Internal evidence is de- 
cidedly against it; for no good reason can be 
imagined why it should have been dhrown out, 
or omitted inadvertently ; whereas, for its tnser- 
tion we may easily account,—namely, from the 
anxiety of well-meaning but misjudging persons 
to remove what they thought an abruptness, and 
to qualify what they deemed too favourable 
to employing haste in administering baptism ; 
also to take away a stumbling-block, from the 
pi not bemg described as performed in due 

oi. 


IX. 3. I would now, with Ln, Tis., & Al., 
read éEaiguns re, fr. ABC and 6 curss., to wh. 
I can only add Scr. p: but internal evidence is 
much in its favour, from its being quite in the 
manner of Lk., whose use of re is peculiar to 
him, among the other writers of N. T. For 
dwo, Ln. & Tis. read ex, fr. ABCG and 17 
curss. {add Lam. 1185, Scr. p, Mus. 17469): 
but internal evidence is adverse, it being prob. 
&@ mere capricious crit. correcn, ieemingh, fr. a 
pe fee at xxii. 6, though there D has, as 

ere, dro. 

5. The words xupios etw., are cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABC and 5 curss. [add Ror. k, 
p]: and Al. supposes it an insertion to avoid the 
apparent insufficiency of 6 dé. And the insuffi- 
ciency to common readers is not to be denied, 
for wh. reason had Lk. known of the class. 
idiom by which the repetition of the proper 
name is avoided, he wd have used it: though 


even thus no class. writer wd have suppressed plest 


the elwe, but wd have inserted it afterwards, 
i.e. between elul & ’Incovs; so that here the 
polishing critica, as oft elsewh., only did their 
work by halves. 

The words oxAnp. col—elwe, wh. I have 
double-brackd, are abs. also fr. Lam. 1181, 82, 
83, 84, 85, 90, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, lL, m, Pp, 
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Mus. 5115 & 16, 5613, 5588, 16184, 17469, and 
nearly all those copies have dAA a, wh. is adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCEGH &. It is 
plain that the words are an interpoln fr. tn/r. 
xxvi. 14: but I cannot agree with Al that the 
words diwxers.. dXAd avaornl: are suspicious, 
as being the very words of xxvi. 15,16. They 
can hardly be said to be such, since the subjoined 
Kai orH0: —cov, closely united with them, and 
making the same hortative form, impart to them 
a somewhat different charac ter. 

6. For vz, Ln., Tis., & Al. read o vi, fr. 
ABD and 7 curss, {add Scr. p, & Cov. 4, om. 
by Mill]. The t. rec. +2, may be, as Al. sup- 

oses, ‘a correcn to simpler word :” but it is 
ar more prob. that o +e was a correcn of the 
Hellenistic into the class. idiom. 

. l would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
éveol, fr. ABCEH and many curss., exc). of 
Lam. 1182, 83, 90, Scr. h, m, p, Mus. 5115, 
5588, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill. The spelling 
with the single consonant is supported by the 
most ancient authority, and is confirmed by 
various exx. fr. Plato, Arist., & Galen, adduced 
in Steph. Thes. in v. ed. Par. 

8. Avewynuévev, ed. by Lu., Tis., & AL, fr. 
CE and 2 curss. [add Ser. p], is insufficiently 
attested ; and internal evidence is rather agatast 
it, since it seems a mere crit. correcn to bring 
in the double augment. As to ovdéy for ovdéva, 
ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB (alone), together 
with the Vlg., Syr., & Ar. verss., the same re- 
mark as to external authority applies as to 
hvewyp., with the addition that internal evi- 
dence is decidedly adverse, it being far lees likel 
that ovééva shd have been a crit. correcn in 
the copies but two, than that in those two ovdi» 
arose fr. crit] correcn to impart an intensity of 
sense, and prob. suggested by verss. and by the 
scholiasts, who regarded ovdé» zBA. as a 
here highly suitable, as denoting : : 
Whereas the other being the more difficult read- 
ing, was likely to be altered to the easier, esp. 
by shallow critics unaware that ovdéva presents 
in reality a stronger sense, with a touch of the 
graphic, Saul being represented as looking about 
wistfully to discern some one who should come 
to his aid. 

10. dv dpa. 6 xdp., adopted by Lu., Tia, & 
Al., fr. ABDE and 5 curss. [to which I can 
only add Cov. 4, om. by Mill], is prob. a mere 
correcn of positn. 

12. év opauar: is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
fr. A & Scr. p, Vig., Cop., Sah., & Ath. versa ; 
and Al. pronounces it ‘‘an addition to complete 
the sense, as is shown by its varying position ;” 
whereas the various position of the words does 
not attest ty Gpau. to be an interpoln; but only 
gives evidence of the tampering of critics te 
remove a cacophony occasioned by the use of the 
two expressions, éy op. and éy dsopu., so near te 
each other. To remedy this, some critics altered 
the position, so as to remove the words as far 
apart as possible; others, by either expunging 

former, which might be dispensed with, or 
the latter. Under these circumstances, the sim- 
reading is most likely to be the genuine 
one, and that is the reading of B, teste Mato, 
eldcy avdpa éy opauar: ' Avaviay évéparti, coa- 
firmed by CE, Lam. 1182, Scr. h, m. 

For xztpa, Ln. reads rae yeipee, fr. BE and 
several curss., wrongly, since that is merely a 
crit. correcn from various of the Gos- 
pels and Acts. But the peculiar and rare con- 
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stracn, 2s being on that account moet likely to 
be genuine, ought not to be disturbed,—not even 
by prefixing 71”, wh. destroys the force of ysipa, 
wrueroby it is a singular put generically for the 


u 

13. For d«coa, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
§xovea, fr. ABCE and many curss., says Tis. ; 
but I find no more than five, and can only add 
Scr. p. Al. pronounces t. rec. a correcn to 
seemingly more appropriate tense: but, con- 
sidering that fj«ovoa is found in 9 only, the 
altern (for pnp ey) rests there, as Tis. prob. 
now sees, since he has restored axijxoa. The 
change of position at éwoinoey by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., from before to a, Toit ay. cov, fr. BCE 
and one curs., to wh. I can only add Scr. m, p, 
is manifestly a mere crit. correcn to improve 
the composition. 

18. For dwéwacoy, I would now, with La., 
Tis., & Al., read —oay, fr. BCEGH [add Scr. 
p, Lam. 1190, & Cov. 4, omd by Mill]. Inter- 
nal evidence is quite in its favour, the t. rec. 
being a mere correcn of the Alexandn to the 
ordinary Greek. As respects the transposition 
of avrov from after to Lefore awd twv 6pb., I 
cannot receive it, on the slender authority of 
AB, to wh. I can only add Scr. m; though the 

ition of the word is one oft occurring in 

uke. “Qe for weei, ed. by Ln., fr. AB, Scr. 
p, is an altern to more usual word oft occurring 
in Luke. Iapaypnua after re, is cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCH &, Tis. says, above 
40 curss. {add Lam. 1181, 85, 90, Scr. g, 1, m, 
p, Mus. 11836]. The word may have come in 
as an addition, for precision (as Al. says) ; but I 
do not find it obtruded in any other of the many 
pee where it occurs; nor, on the other 

and, do I find it a ; #0 that viewing ite 
coueaaaeied as dou , I would bracket the 


word. 

20. For ypr:ordv, I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., adopted "Incovv, fr. ABCE and many 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. h, p}: and in- 
ternal evidence confirms it, the t. rec. being, as 
appears from the other varr. lectt., a mere doc- 
trenal altern. 

21. For éA7AvGev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éAn- 
AvGe:, fr. EGH &, Tis. says, 40 curss., to wh. I 
can only add Mus. 16184, & Scr. p: and I 
roust, with Ln., decline receiving it, since the 
saaeern for the other (to wh. I could add 
almost all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies) is too 
strong to be set aside on the surmise of Al., that 
£AAvOey was an altern of critics, not observing 
the force of the pluperfect. But*it is far from 
certain that the pluperf. was ixfended by Luke. 
It is much more prob. that AA v@a: was an 
error of scribes, who continually confound ¢ & », 
and who, it seems, had no thought about the 
tense. 

24. I am now induced to read, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., wapernpovvro 8 «ai, fr. ABCEF & 
many curss. [add Scr. p], for reasons wh. will 
ag fr. note on Lk. vi. 7. 

. There is here an uncertainty respecting 
the reading, the text having early got into con- 
fusion through the carelessness of scribes, and 
by the critics stumbling at the pronoun and not 
agreeing where to place it. Now the dest place 
is doubtless after ol ya«d., though alte by 
revisers to that before of ua. Tis. has, how- 
ever, removed avrdy and inserted avrov after 
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scribes for abrév. I su that the original 
was AaBovres di aitov of pabnrai airov, and 
that then the presence of the éwo pronouns caused 
critics to set about emending in various ways, 
though with little success. However, avrdy 
cannot be dispensed with, though a’tov may: 
but it is very ible that it was originally in 
the text, though likely to be ejected, as is con- 
stantly the case. Hence I wd now adopt the 
reading proposed, though placing av¥vov within 
brackets and in small print. 

26. For eis, Ln. & Tis. read iv, fr. BEGH 
&, Tis. says, above 30 curses. [add Lam. 118], 
82, 84, Scr. k, 1, m, p, Mus. 5115, 5588, 5613, 
11836, 17464, Cov. 2 & 3, omd by Mill], and 
internal evidence is in its favour. If it be adopted, 
I would render (there being a sensus pragnans), 
‘having gone to, ‘arrived at; but if rejected, 
as it is by Al., we must suppose wapayeyv. to be 
taken in absolute construcn; which, however, 
involves no little harshness. 

For ixa:paro, Ln. reads iweipafer, fr. ABC 
& 3 curass. fedd Scr. pl: but it seems a mere 
correcn to more usual form; and iwa:paro is 
required by all the MSS. exc. 7, confirmed by 
Acts xxvi. 21, iwatpavro day. 

28. I would now read sls ‘Iep., with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCEG &, Tis. says, 50 curss. (add 
Lam, ) 181, 82, 84, 85, 90. 96, Scr. f, k, 1, m, 0, 
Pp, q, Mus. 5588, 16184, 17464], esp. since in- 
ternal evidence is in its favour. 

The xai before wappnoiat. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABC & 4 curss. [add Scr. p, 
Mus 16184], and internal evidence ie quails 
balanced. I am now disposed to bracket the 
kai, a8 also 'Inoou, just after, fr. ABE & 4 
curss., excl, of Lam. 1190, Scr. p, Mus. 11836. 

29. 1 wd now receive dye iv avrov, adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE &, Tis. says, 
many cures. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. h, m, p, Mus. 
6540, & Cov. 4,omd by Mill]. 

30. Tis. has now restored the 2d a’roy, wh, 
he had cancd, fr. BCGH and several curss. 
{add Lam. 1182, Scr. h], rightly, since it was 
evidently removed as superfluous, prob. by the 
same critics as those who removed one of the 
two av-rdv’s . v. 25. 

31. For ai éxxAnocias, Ln., Tis , & Al. read 
H exxrAynola & éwA10dvero, fr. ABC & 12 curss, 
{add Scr. p}—authority insufficient, unless de- 
cidedly confirmed by internal evidence, which is 
not the case, since it was far less likely that 
t. rec. shd have been an alterm to conform to 
the plurals at xv. 45 & xvi. 5, than tbat in those 
16 there was, as Meyer supposes, an altern to 
suit the idea of the unity of the Church. How- 
ever, it seems to have been a mere emendn 
proceeding fr. critics, who thought that the 
general notion suggested in the term Church 
presented the idea in a more precise and distinct 
form, than that arising from so many plurals 
throughout the verse, which tend to obscurity. 
As respects the conformation to xv. 4 & xvi. 5, 
where Al. urges the absence of variations in the 
MSS., there could be none at the furmer pas- 
sage, nor indeed at the latter, since the plurals 
éxxAnolas and éorepeovyro are used of il 
ticular congregations, first singly vistted and then 
confirmed by Paul and Barn., and on that occasn 
spoken of conjointly, so that the singular could 
not have been used. It might have been here; 
but not so suitably to the circumstances as the 


ol wa®., which Al. pronounces a mistake of plural. 
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32. For Addéap, I wd still retain Avdéa, though 
resting on slender authority, only AB 33, 34, 
40, 68, 96, to which, however, I can add Lam. 
1195,96. And such was, | suspect, fr. what Jack- 
son attests to have been, at least in the archetype 
of the Leic. MS. Moreover, the reading is con- 
firmed by Jos. Bell. ii. 19, 1, els Avdda woosd- 
Ouv (where only one MS., and that of the least 
account, has Avdéay); as to Antiq. xx. 6, 2, els 
Kwouny—Wwapayevousvoe Avddav Asyoutyny, 
there, I doubt not, the » arose fr. the initial of 
the next word, and A & » are oft confounded by 
scribes; of wh. see exx. in Ste Thes., Valp., 
& Greg. de Dial. ed. Schaef. p. 199 & 354. The 
form —éa occurs algo at | Macc. xi. 34 in the Vat. 
teste Maio}, and the Alex., though Avddéay is 
in the ordinary text, the » originating in the « 
following. It was likely that Jos. would use 
the uninflected form, since in his Hebrew edn of 
his Bell, Jud. he doubtless wrote x7) fr. the 
a | Hebr. sn occurring in 1 Chron. viii. 12. 

. For Aly. dvou., dvomars Aly, is read 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC & 7 curss, [add Scr. 
k, m, p]: and this being the more ancient read- 
ing may be received; but as the position of 
évou. used with a name of person varies in Lk., 
there is here no case for change. 

KpaBarrov is ed. by Ln., Tis., & AL, fr. 
ABC. Scr. p: but in so few copies it seems to 
have been a mere correcn suggested by supr. v. 
15, sine v. 1; though the word being here 
coupled with xaraxelu. seems to call for the 
dat., wh. is confirmed by Mk. ii. 4, Lk. v. 25 
(where see note), and by an anonymous writer 
in Atheneus, éd’ j—xarixetro «xXivyn. Of 
the gentt. with iwi the only exx. that 1 know of 
are Aristoph. Acharn. /0, éd’ dppapnatap 
watraxtiuevor, Plat. p. 273, éri xXYtvov xara- 
wetarGat. 

40. Before Oeics Ln. prefixes xal, fr. ABDE 
& 9 curses. [add Scr. p, Mus. 16184]: but it 
seems a mere supplementary addition to help 
_ the construcn, which, however, it rather injures. 

42, The reading awiar. wodXoi, adopted by 
Lnu., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE & 3 curss. [add 
Scr. p], is evidently a mere crit. corrn of order. 
As to the change of position by Ln. at next verse, 
fr. CG & 9 curss. [add Mus. 16184}, it arose 

rob. fr. scholiasts. After abrov had been lost 
y the confusion into which the text had got, 
it was restored, but at the wrong place. 


X. 1. qv after rie is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCEG and many curss. [add Scr. p] ; 
and internal evidence being against it, I must 
acquiesce in its removal, it being prob. intro- 
duced there by the scholiasts fr. the similar pas- 
sage supr. ix. 36, the revisers who introduced it 
not perceiving that the construcn here is different 
by being carried forward to eIdep, v. 3. 

2. re after wowwy, cancd by Ln., fr. ABCE 
& 5 curss. [add Scr. P , was lost by inadvertence 
of scribes, owing to the long-drawn construcn. 

4. iuwpoc8®. for évar. is edited a La., Tis., 
& Al., fr. AB & 5 curss. [add Scr. p, and 
Cov. 4, omd by Mill]: but the slenderness of the 
evidence confirms my suspicion that it is only a 
crit. correcn to more significant term; just as at 
Lk. i. 6, évmcov has been displaced by évavrloy 
in these very MSS., also by guwpooGey at Matt. 
xii. 9, aleo by ivayrioy at Acts viii. 21. 

5. After Zinewva, Ln., Tis, & Al. add twa 
fr. ABC & 10 curse. {add Scr. p]; and internal 
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evidence is in its favour, since it was far less 
likely to be inserted by critics than omitted by 
scribes through being expressed by an obscure 
abbrevn. I cannot agree with Al. that it was 
removed by critl correcn out of respect to 
the Apostle, because no disrespect is conveyed 
by this idiomatic use of tis; which, however, 
was so much stumbled at by the critica, perhaps 
as homely and thought pleonastic, that it has 
very oft been expunged elsewh., though never, I 
believe, on the ground supposed by ‘AL. 

The positn dyvépas els ‘Idwa., adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD & 5 curss. [add Scr. 
p], seems a mere correcn of positn suggested by 
the Vig. & other veres. 

6. The words wh. I have double-bracketed 
have been cancd by all the recent editors, fr. 
ABCEG and very many curss.,to wh. | can add 
almost al] the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. 

7. avre, for rw Kopy., is ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCE and several curss. {add Lam. 
1185, Scr. p): but it seems a mere crit] correca 
of style; though the t. rec. may have been 
written to remove a sort of tautology. The 


same ma apply to the positn dwavra avroit, 
ado ye y Lu., Tis., & AL, fr. ABE & 1 cum 
{ad ; 


r. p). 

9, 10. dn reconsidering the point of reading 
in these 2 verses as regards the pronouns, I see 
no reason to make any change of text, since 
t. rec. éxeivwy—énsivesy is recommended by its 
simplicity as being that fr. which the two readings 
presented by two different classes of uncials, and 
their usual followers of the curss., might well 
originate,—and also as being confirmed ty inter- 
nal evidence existing in the Hellenistic idiom 
inherent in éxelvew», wh. was likely to be stum- 
bled at and removed by the critics, or altered to 
a Sse Lehi Thus ov a — 
expunged in near. s of the 

and Acts, or altered rand Or avuros. “Thus 
in Mk. iv. 20, éxetvo: has prob. been displaced 
for otros fr. || Lk. See my note there. 

For éwéweoey, Ln., Tis., & Al. read iyévero, 
fr. ABC & 14 curss. {add Lam. 1185, Ser. p); 
but it can by no means be admitted, as being 
both vapid and jejune. However, ewiw. may 
have arisen fr. a correcn to more usual term. See 
Lk. i. 12, Acts xix. 17, xiii. 15, Rev. xi. 11, 
and the two first s make it prob. that 
Lk. would use it here. Yet since the term 
éxoraocts bears some affinity to a disorder, one 
might expect fr. Luke the physician some verb 
suitable; and I am inclined to think that what 
he wrote was émeyévero, as used of the super- 
vention or access of disorder by Thucyd. ii. 49, 
3, & 64, and oft by Hippocr. & Galen. See exx 
in Foes. Lex. Heace we can hardly doubt that 
Lk. so wrote, and then that by error of scribes it 

assed into éyévero. The same has not unfreqy 

appened elsewh., ©. g. infr. xxvii. 27, rees. 
vdE dweyivero, Vig. supervenit, where indeed 
all the copies exc. 3 have éyévero; but those 
are of great antiquity, at least of text, and here 
prob., with the Ital. & Vig., preserved the true 
reading. 

11. da’ adrov are cancd by Ln., Tis., & AL, 
fr. ABC%E & 12 curss. (add Scr. p]; and inter 
nal evidence does not confirm external, inas- 
pane) ae SS were far less aed i be s- 

in order to correspond with dypct 
éuov nif xi. 5 (as Al. supposes); and have got 
into all the copies exc. 15 or 16, than in those, 
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almost all of one class, to have been lost by in- 
advertence of scribes in some ancient archetype ; 
though the words may have been removed by 
critics who thought them superfluous, not bear- 
ing in mind the @xprs gov at xi. 5. The very 
same critics (as appears fr. the testimony of 
MSS.) removed éedeuévoy just after, canal by 
Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. 2, but restored by Tis. 3, who 
now accounts for their removal on the same 
principle that I have done, namely, fr. the critics 
not understanding the force of the words (wh. I 
have shown at large), and hence, observing them 
absent at the || pass. xi. 5, expunged them here, 
where, however, they are, at have shown, in- 
dispensable to develope the sense of the passage. 

12. The transpositions and omissions in this 
verse, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE 
and a very few curss., seem to have arisen fr. 
critics of the polishing school; though a real 
improvement of diction is effected, chiefly by 
imparting precision and compression : though as 
far as regards the removal of ra before éowera 
and wevreiva, that cannot well be dispensed with. 

14. For 4, Ln., Tis., & Al. read xai, fr. AB 
and several curss.: and Al. supposes the 4 to 
have come fr. || passe xi. 5. But the words are 
so freqy interchanged by scribes or critics, that 
nothing positive can be pronounced except on 
strong external evidence, which does not here 
exist. 

16. wadw after ev0s is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCE & 1 curs. [add Scr. p}: and 
Al. pronounces it introduced fr. xi. 15, But 
there evdis is abs. On account of its presence 
here, the critics removed waA.y in order to pre- 
vent the occurrence of two adjectives, which 
ae the construcn. See note on Mk. 
ii, 8. 

19. For évOuuoupévou, I have, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., adopted d:¢v0/, fr. ABCDEG and many 
curss. [add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, Mus. 
5588, 16184}, Chrys., & Theoph. The word is, 
indeed, very rare, but occurs occasionally in the 
later fathers and Suid.; so that it was not un- 
likely to have been used by Lk., being employed 
by Cyril of Jerus. and of Alexandria. It seems 
to have been a term of Syrian & Alexn Greek. 

Teets is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. DGH &, 
Tis. says, 50 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 
Scr. g, h, 1, m, 0, Mus. 5115, 5588, 16184, 
17469]: but internal evidence is adverse, inas- 
much as it was more likely to be tnserted, fr. 
[| passage xi. Ll, than removed. The insertion 
of dvo (see v. 7) in B confirms the view I have 
taken. 

20. For é:or: there is strong authority for or, 
adopted by Ln, Tis., & AL, fe. ABCDEH & 8 
curss. {add Scr. h, p]: but I suspect it to bea 
* mere correcn of Hellenistic into class. Greek, as 
at Gal. ii. 16, 1 Thess. ii. 18, Acts xvii. 31, 
where xa@or: is substituted, as also at 1 Pet. ii. 
G, where see note. In all those passages the 
recent editors retain dort. 

. For «ai +9 ém., Ln., Tis., & Al. read +7 
re éw., fr. ABCD & 2 curss. {add Scr. p]: but 
it seems a mere critl correcn of style, though it 
may be genuine, esp. as being in Luke's manner. 

3b, I have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., inserted 
ov, fr. ABCEG and very many curss. [add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, Scr. f, h, 1, m, o, p, Mus. 
5115, 5613, 5588, 16184, 17469], confirmed by 
internal evidence, as existiny in the harshness 
of the idiom, which is one very unusual, if not 
unprecedented ; and involves the leasé difficulty 


177 


by supposing it put for iwi tw, ‘at the very 
potnt of entering. 

26. For adréy fyy., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Hyetpevaur., fr. ABCDE &, Tis. says, 20 curas. 
{add Lam. 1182, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, bh, k, 1, m, p, 
Mus.-Cov. 2 & 4, omd by Mill]; and internal 
evidence being in its favour, I am inclined to 
adopt it, but not gdecEe 6 Beds at verse 28, 
with Tis., fr. AE & al., against internal evidence. 

33. For od, Ln., Tis., & Al. read awa, fr. 
ACD. But Iam not prepared to adopt it, for 
reasons wh. will appear fr. note on Lk. viii. 43. 
Why I cannot, with Tis. 3, receive «vpiou for 
Qevv, will appear fr. note on Lk. ii. 48. It may 
here have arisen, as Al. thinks, fr. correcn to 
avoid repetition of Geov, but the words are oft 
confounded by carelessness ‘of scribes. 

37. dptauevors in ACDEH [add B, teste 
Mato], may, as Al. thinks, have been a correcn 
fr. Lk. xxiii. 5, but it most prob. arose imme- 
diately fr. Vig. & It. verss,; though originally 
fr. error of scribes, who perpetually confound » 
and s. A similar error in the occurrence of this 
idiomatic use of the participle apEdmevos occurs 
at xxiv. 47, 

39. I cannot, with Ln., Tis., & Al., cancel 
éopuév, fr. ABDE and several curss., excl. of Scr. 
P: It can hardly be dispensed with, and was 

ikely to be lost fr. the variation of positn in the 
word. I am ready to insert «ai before dveti. 
and to read dvetAav, both supported by almost 
all the uncials and several ancient curss. ; ata 
the former by almost all the Lam. & Scr., and 
a few of the most ancient Mus. copies. 

42. ovros, for avtos, is found in BCDEG & 
9 curss. [to wh. I can only add Scr. k and Mus.- 
Cov. 4,‘omd by Mill]; howr, it seems to be a 
mere correcn suggested by rovrov at v. 40 and 
ovros at v. 36. Bat see my note on Heb. x. 12, 
from which it is shown that odros here, as well 
as there, is an alieration, not merely unneces- 
sary, as Al. says, but unsuitable,—in fact, a 
false correcn. 

45. For ouvnjA0ov, ovvidOav, here ed. by 
Tis, 3, only occurs elsewh. in N. T. supr. v. 24 
in D. It never occurs in the Sept., but instead 
thereof the cognate Alexn form ouvvy\Oocayp is 
found. 

47, For xa@ws, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ws, fr. 
AB and many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. 
h, k, p]: and Al. styles xa@ds a correcn to 
more usual expression, but Tis. more justly, a 
correcn tc a longer form (e. g. in a similar pas- 
sage at vii. 31), proby adopted, as Al. says, to 
suit xv. 8. The truth is, the ws was brought in 
as of itself better Greek than the Hellenistic 
xaOws, which, however, is, 1 believe, always 
used. where xai follows the participle. 

48. The positn of Bawr. after «upiou, adopted 
by Ln., fr. AB & 3 curss. [add Scr. p], did not 
arise, as Al. thinks, fr. a correction of order, 
but simply fr. the word being at first omitted by 
inadvertence of scribes in the right place, and 
then introduced (to avoid defacing the copy) at 
a wrong place. 


XI. 2. For «at Ore, Ln, Tis., & Al. read 
Sre 6é, fr. ABD and several curss.: and Al. 
thinks the «ai ore was an altern to suit the 
actual circumstances of the case, because the 
fact related is a consequence rather than opposed 
tov. 1. But even és wd be unsuitable, since it 
might have simply the conttnuative force. Yet 
the xai is susceptible of the very same sense ; 
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and the idiom being Hellenistic bears the stamp 
of genuineness ; though it was, as oft, altered by 
critics to the class. dé. 

3. The change of positn adopted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABD & 8 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
Scr. h, Ph may be the original collocation of 
the words, and t. rec., as Al. supposes, a correcn 
of arrangement: but considering the fewness of 
the copies wh. present the reading, it wd seem to 
be a correcn made, for simplicity of expression, 
by critics not perceiving the tone of expostulatioun 
inherent in the words wh. admits, or rather calls 
for, the ordinary positn, q. d. ‘so then unto un- 
circumcised persons didst thou go (consort) and 
took meals with them.’ Thus they ushered in 
their expostulation bya flat and blunt charge—a 
far more weighty sense than that conveyed by 
those who (as Wakef. after the Vulg.) render : 
‘ Didst thou go, then, into the houses of uncir- 
cumcised men and eat with them?’ which is 
very jejune. The rending of BG and several 
curss. [add Lam. 1184 & Scr. p] is merely a 
method of removing a stumbling-block sug- 
gested prob. by the Syr. verss., but by which 
all the force of the direct expostulation evapo- 
rates. 

4. 6 before Ilérpos is cancd by La. & Tis. 3, 
fr. ABCD 40, 180 (Scr. p], Chrys., & Caten. 
But Tis. might better have retained it, since I 
agree with Al. in thinking that, fr. a comparison 
with Tlérpos above, it would seem that the art. 
here is destgnedly put. 

7. After xovca dt, Ln., Tis., & Al. add xal, 
fr. ABI and several curss. {add Lam. 1196, Ser. 
p), Vig., vad ak & Sab. verss.: and as internal 
evidence is favourable (see note on Lk. xviii. 1), 
I wd now receive it. 

8. wav before xoivdv is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABDE and several curss. {add Lam. 
1184, Scr. 0, pj, Vig., & al., Chrys, & Epiph. 
bis. It may, as Al. thinks, have been intro- 
duced fr. supr. x. 14: but it may have been re- 
moved by critics who thought it unnecessary 
to be repeated here. Besides, the Alexn critics 
very frequently expunge was and wayres, and 
all their cases. 

9. woe may, as Al. thinks, have been brought 
in fr. supr.x. 15: but the evidence that it was 
is insufficient; and it may have been omitted 
by inadvertence of scribes, as «lsewh. 

10. For waAw dvsow., dvecw. waAcv is 
ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABD & 6 curss, [add 
Scr. p): and Al. ascribes the ordinary position 
to x. 16, where the words were introduced in 
thie order. But the positn of A, &c., was in- 
troduced here fr. the veras. 

12. For pot rd wvevpa, Td wvevma por is 
ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABD (Ser. p}]: and 
Al. styles t. rec. a correcn of arrangement. But 
considering that the other is confined to 4 copies, 
it is far more prob. that the correcn of arrange- 
ment was made in éhat quarter; and this view 
is confirmed by note on Lk. xxi. 2. 

Internal evidence is so strongly against undiy 
écaxp. that I wd pee the two words at least in 
single brackets. That the matter of the passage, 
however read, was derived fr. supr. x. 10, there 
is no doubt: but the numerous variations do 
not of themselves show it. They arose, we may 
suppose, fr. the awkwardness of engrafting the 
matter of x. 20 here, the construcn being quite 
different. The variations, however, are in realit 
only two. The ‘quoting fr. memory’ (wh. Al. 
alleges) had nothing to do with producing the 
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variations. Those arose fr. difference of opinion 
as to engrafting the matter; some preferring the 
dative as suspended on or; others, the accus, 
as suspended on me supposed to be implied in 
ovyeh®. For unéddv, wh, and the readings 
dunno lvavTt, oY -ayta, or -ovra, were only crit. 
corrections on the original reading, which, I 
doubt not, was in t. rec. But the construcn is 
beyond measure harsh; and can only be tole- 
rated by retaining the positn pos to wyeuua: 
though in whatever way the passage may be 
read, it is quite unlike Luke's style. 

13. dé, injudiciously adopted by Ln, fr. 
ABD & 10 curss. {add Lam. 1182, Scr. h, ph 
is not so much a correcn to more usual copula, 
as Al.; but to one more sustable, the dé continua- 
tive, now, whereupon. But ts is quite in 
Luke's manner, and not unsuitable. 

“Avépas is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABD & 30 curss., as brought in fr.x. 5. But 
there the verb is wéuyov, here adopted in B. 
I suspect that it was the awkward positn here of 
a&vdpas, wh. occasioned its omission by scribes 
and its removal by critics. The removal of 
autw in the MSS., AB & Scr. p 
(wrongly cael by Ln.), casts a shade on the 
credit of the MSS. here. In fact, the text of 
this whole portion, v. 5—18, was very much tam- 
pered with, not only by revisers introducing 
words and clauses fr. ch. x., but fr. critics whoee 
purpose was to shorten a narrative as being re- 
peated so soon after. Besides, the term aro 
oretdov, send off, despatch, almost demands an 
accus. of pers. ; and accordingly the critic who 
formed the text in B, aware of this, altered 
awodar. to wéu\pov, found in x. 5, 

16. rod before xvplov is inserted in ABDE 
and several curss. (add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. f, b, 
k, 1, 0, p, & 3 Mus. copies, excl. of Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill). But internal evidence is adverse, in- 
asmuch as the art. was more likely to be added 
than removed,—not to say that to waive the 
art. is, so says Al., characteristic of Peter. See 
} Pet. i. 25. 

17. dé after ye is cancd by Ln., fr. ABD & 
many cures. [add Lam. 1182, Ser. h, k, 0, p]): 
but internal evidence is adverse, since it was far 
less likely to be added than removed, by critics 
not seeing the force of the particle, nor aware of 
the construcn, by which the particle, as Al. 
says, draws forth the contrast after el viv, &., 
as freq. after ixei. See Hom. Od. &. 178, & 
Hadot. vi. 68, el nh adrh Dpépdcv—yirecaes, 
ov 6 wapa 'Aroaons rulov, where, however, 
T suspect that Hdot. wrote od ye: the ye having 
the same force at v. 18 in dpa ye, where the y¢ 
was omd from its force not being seen. Aé& 
zi are oft confounded by scribes, on wh. see 

runck on Eurip. Med. 122, 1351, Andr. 24, & 
Weosel. on Diod. Sic. t. i. 323. 

18. els (win Edwx., ed. by La., fr. ABD 4, 
180 (add Scr. p & Mus.-Cov. 4, omd by Mill} 
is a mere correcn of arrangement; but with no 
improvement. The same, mutatis mutandt, 
may be said of éd0fucay a little before ed. by 
Ln., fr. BD% only; te wh., however, I can add 
Lam. 1184, Scr. h, p. But internal evidence it 
adverse, édofacay being evidently a correca to 
match the foregoing verb notxacay; thou 
there was no occasion to do this, the verbs being 
not in the same construcn, the true punctuation 
being, as in the Lat. Vig., in ed. Compl. & 
Gratz, ‘his auditis, tacuerunt, et glorif. Deam, 
‘on hearing these things they held their prace 
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(ceasing fr. expostulation), and were quieted 
(pacified); then they glorified God,’ &e. 

For Irehivw, Urepavow, adopted by 
Ln., fr. AE & 3 curss., may have arisen from 
error of scribes, who oft confounded ov and w; 
but more prob. fr. correcn of critics, who mis- 
took the force of the éwi here (like that supr. 
iii. 16, ‘on account of,’ ‘ about’), and approving 
of the sense expressed by the It. & Vie.. ac- 
cordingly made the alteration to express that 
sense. ‘Awo before +. OAiw. is best rendered 
by reason of, as denoting incidental occasion from 
wh. any thing arises. A:#AGow fws Dow. is 
best rendered, “‘ they traversed [the country ], 
went across it, as far as Pheenice,” &c. Now an 
actual survey of the country of Palestine will 
show that the term, so used also at Lk. ii. 15 
and ix. 38 (comp. Gen. xvii. 15), is a most 
exact one, since the course of the fugitives fr. 
Jerusalem to Phenice wd take them, diagonally, 
across Judza to Phenice, prob. to the port of 
Berytus, fr. which some went to Cyprus; others, 
prob. by sea alao, to Antioch. 

20. 1 am now disposed to read éX8., with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEG & 20 cures. [add Ser. 
o, p, Mus. 5115, 16184]. The els arose fr. the 
ss preceding; though elaeA0. might, had cir- 
cumstances permitted, have been a critl altern to 
more signifieant term. See note on Matt. ii. 21. 
—I am now inclined to insert «ai after EX adXouv, 
with Lo., Tis., & Al., fr. AB & 4 curss. [add 
Scr. p), besides the most ancient copies of the 
Vig. Its slender external evidence is compen- 
sated by internal being in its favour, since it 
was more likely to be omitted as not understood 
than inserted. 

As respects the conflicting claims of ‘EA\n- 
wioras and "EAAnvas, after renewed considera- 
tion of the perplexed question, 1 am disposed to. 
finally acquiesce in” EAAnvas, though resting on 
the slender authority of only AD! & Lam. 
1184, but confirmed by Euseb., Chrys. comm. 2, 
CEcum. comm., Theoph. 3, & Cassiodorus; also 
by internal evidence, since, as Al. has shown, 
the other reading is capable of no satisfactory 
sense ; it originated, I suspect, in error of scribes, 

ag 
who having in their copies “EAA nv took it as an 
abbrevn of ‘EAAyords: though I am ready 
to admit that the retaining of it, however erro- 
tieous in sense, arose, as Al. says, fr. a notion, 
unfounded though it be, that the baptism of 
Cornelius must have preceded the conversion of 
all other Gentiles. I agree with him that from 
what follows respecting Barnabas, it is plain 
that these” EAAyquves were Gentiles, uncircumcised. 

21. o before wear. is adopted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. AB 36, 180 [Ser. p]. Al. pronounces 
it removed as thought superfluous fr. not per- 
ceiving its force. But the removal was far less 
likely to have extended to all the copies exc. 5, 
than that in those 5 the 6 shd have heen in- 
serted by fastidious critics, making no allowance 
for the laxity in such minute proprieties of the 
Hellenistic idiom. 

22. ‘lepovoaA in for ‘lepocoAduae is ed. by 
Lo., Tis., & Al. fr. ABD & 6 curss, [add Scr. 
p]: and Al. pronounces ‘Iepoo. a correcn ; but, 
we may ask, cui bono? And considering the 
slenderness of the evidence, it is more probable 
that the reading of those ten copies was made to 
suit ‘lepocoX. supr. v. 2, not allowing for 
the laxity of the evangelists in usmg the two 
forms, as it seems, indifferently. AseXGstv was 
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wrongly cancd by La., fr. AB (Ser. p] and 
several verss., internal as well as external evi- 
dence forbidding it, since the word was mani- 
featly expun y critics to soften a harsh con- 
strucn by the use of an expression occurring 
supr. v.19 and quite in Luke's manner. Sce 
my note there. However, in crossing the 
country to Antioch it does not follow that 
Barnabas went all the way by land. He would 
Es fr. the awkward nature of the province of 

leucis, embarrassed by the two mountains, the 
Casius and the Anticasius, take ship (in some 
merchant coaster) to Seleucia, the port of Antioch. 

23. After yapev, Ln. & Al. add ri», fr. AB 
only: and Al. supposes the viv to have been 
removed as unnecessary, adding that “‘ no reason 
can be given for its msertion in s0 unugual a 
connexion.” But surely that is the very reason 
for declining to receive it, especy on such slender 
authority as two copies wh. in this book con- 
stantly go together. Al., indeed, argues that 
the idiom has peculiar force. But it is for him 
to prove that the idiom here exists, especy as it 
occurs no where else in N.T. He adds that 
the expression is deliberately used of a good man 
full of the Holy Ghost and of faith. But he 
must first prove that it ts used here, and also 
that the expression was meant to be referred to 
Barnabas. All the expositors but himself refer 
it to the Church at Antioch, and very rightly, as 
the context shows, according to which the sense 
is, *‘ the favour and merciful kindness of God,” 
namely, in its effects, by the admission of the 
Gentiles to the benefits of the Gospel, and also 
the fruits of the grace of the Spirit, as shown in 
the converte walking worthy of their high calling 
in Christ Jesus. See more on this subject in 
the ab'e note of Calv.; and also that of Matth. 
Henry, in which he explains ryv yapu +. Oe0v 
to signify the tokens of God's . will to the 
people of Antioch, and the evidence of his good 
work (through Barn.) among them. 

It may, indeed, be asked how came this 2nd 
Thy so unnecessarily to be brought in? I 
answer, from the Ist rijv being accidentally 
omd in some very ancient archetype, and then 
by a reviser restored to the text, though put in 
the wrong place after yapiv, as was seen 
by later revisers, who put it in its right place, 
though inadvertently leaving tn that after 

ape. 

‘i 25. After Tapc., Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel 
BapvuBas, fr. AB & 4 curss.: and Al. styles 
Bupy.supplementary. It may besuch; but the evi- 
dence for its being such is too slender to warrant 
its being cancd. It was prob. in those 6 MSS. a 
eorrecn of critics, to remove what might be sup- 
plied mentally. A class. writer wd have not 
expressed it. The same applies to the cancelling 
of avrov—avrop, the first fr. ABE & many 
curss. [add Lam. 1181, 82, Scr. h, p], the 2nd 
fr. AB & 30 cures. [add Lam. 1184, 85, Scr. f, 
k, o, Mus. 16184]. However, under all the cir- 
cumstances, I am ready to bracket the first 
avrov, but must retain the 2nd. 

26. For airovs, Ln., Tis., & Al. read avroie, 
fr. ABE & 5 cures. [add Lam. 1185, Scr. p, 
Mus. 16184}: and internal evidence is in its 
favour, since avrovs is prob. an adjustment of a 
somewhat negligent constra, which, however, is 
found occasionally in the best writers, as Thucyd., 
Herodot., & Xen., and in their case arising fr. 
their use, on fit occasions, of the cnistedied lan 
guage of common life. 


AaZ 
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28. For uéyav, Ln. & Tis. read peydAnp, fr. 
ABD? & 4 curss. [add Scr. p}, & Epiph.; but 
this is, as Al. has shown, a mere correcn of 
critics, though not, I apprehend, arising, as he 
thinks, fr. the Dorians and the later Greeks 
using Acaos in the femin. Kai after doris is 
cancd by Ln., fr. ABD & 6 curss. {add Scr. p, & 
in Mus. 5]15 it is written on rasure]; but it 
was removed as unnecessary from its force being 
unperceived. Kaioapos is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. ABD & 6 curss. [add Scr. p]: and internal 
evidence being not favourable, I wd bracket the 
word, Evzop. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDEH & many curss, (add Lam. 1182, 83, 
84, Scr. gk, 1, Mus. 5115, 16184, Cov. 2 & 4, 
omd by Mill], and intern. evid. confirms extern, 


XII. 2. For nayaipa, payai is ed. by 
Tis. 3, fr. ABD. ae Ene pu Matt. xXvi. 
52 & Lk. xxii. 49. 

3. Before *uépa:, al is added in ADE & 40 
curss. {add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, 94, 95, 
96, Scr. f, g, k, 1, p, Mus. 5115, 5588, 16184, 
Cov. 2, 3, 4, omd by Mill, & Cant. 2, omd by 
Wets.). It is adopted by Ln., rejected by Tis. 
2and Al. 1, but received by Tis. ed. 3, and by 
Al. 2, who thinks it was ‘omitted as thought 
unnecessary.” It was, howr, quite as likely to 
be added as thought necessary. 

5. I still continue to reject éxrevws for —t)s, 
ed. by Ln., fr. AB & 3 curss., since, ancient ag 
the reading is, internal evidence is quite in 
favour of exrevijs, wh. is defended by a multi- 
tude of passages fr. the Greek fathers and eccle- 
siastical writers, which see in Ducange, Gloss. p. 
367, 8, to wh. I add one far more ancient from 
§ 17 of the fragment of the Epistle of the 
Churches of Vienne and Lyons: deduevor iva 
éxrevets evyal yévwvras, &c., a passage formed 
on this of Lk. 

For uriop, Ln. & Tis. read wepi, fr. ABD & 
11 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. o, p, Mus. 16184): 
but Al. retains trip, on the ground that, while 
the two terms are used indifferently in this con- 
nexion, wepi is the more usual. On the other 
hand, Tis. justifies his adoption of wep! by the 
argument that -Wwip is more significant and 
more usual, referring, for comparison, to Rom. 
xv. 30, Jas. v. 16, Col. i. 9, 1 Thess. v.25. But 
see my note on Lk. viii. 28, from which it will 
appear that there is no good reason, either here 
or there, to displace ¥wép for wepi, espec. here, 
where the nature of the preceding context de- 
mands strong significancy, just as at Acts viii. 
24, denOnre Uxip éuou sine v. |. 

6. For guedAe, Tis. & Al. read fiu., fr. BEG 
13 [add Lam. 1194, Scr.1, p, Mus. 17469], & 
Chrys.: and Tis. compares xvi. 27, xxvii. 33, 
Lk. vii. 2, x. 1, and elsewh. For wpodyaty, 
Ln., Tis., & Al. read wpoayay., fr. AB & 4 
cures. [add Lam. 1182 & Scr. p}: and internal 
evidence is in its favour, fr. the peculiarity of its 
form, wh. recurs tnfr. xvi. 30, xxv. 26, and is 
found in Jos. Ant. xvi. 11, 6. Render: ‘“‘ Now 
when Herod was about to bring him forth [for 
judgment] on the very night before the day of 
trial.” &c. Avrdy is placed after wpoay. by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. XBDE & several curss. 
{add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. h, k, 0, p, Mus. 5115, 
16184], and internal evidence being in its 
favour, I am inclined to adopt the position. 

. For waratas, D & the Syr. & Ar. verss. 
& Leif. have fae & crit. correcn, suggested by 
Hom. Od. x. 483, éyyau witas. For iféwe- 


ACTS XI. 28—XIII. 1. 


cov, I wd now, with Iun., Tis, & Al. read 
ile fr. ABDE & 5 curss. [add Ser. p & 

us.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill.} Some of the copies 
have éwéa., but only by error of scribes for 
awin., which is a critical correcn to more class. 
term. 

8. Tis. & Al. rightly reject 62, adopted b 
Ln., fr. BDEH & 4 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
84, Scr. h, k, 0, p, Mus. 17469], and retain ze, 
wh. is characteristic of Lk. I wd point thus: 
Xepwy, elwey Te. 

For wepif., (wo. is read by In., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABD & several curss. [add Lam. 1182 & 
Scr. p): and Al. terms vrepif. “an alteration 
for more precision and the better to agree with 
Urodynaca.” But Ywo. may be a correcn to 
simpler term. I wd point thus: 7. cavd. cov’ 
iw. 6 OUTWS. 

9. For dca, Tis. 3 edits urd, fr. BDEG & 
many cures. [add Lam. 1181 & 96, & Ser. 1}; 
but it is prob, a mere correcn arising from the 
non-observance of the peculiar force of dea here. 

10. For Avofy8n, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit Avoiyn, 
fr. ABD & several curss. {add Lam. 1182 & 
Scr. p]: and internal evidence is in its favour. 

ll. gy gavtra yev., adopted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABD & 5 curss. [add Lam. 1182—84, 
Scr. p), seems to be an arbitrary corrn of order, 
suggested by the Vig. I would now read ée- 
A\atw, fr. ABDEGA, exclus. of Lam. 9091, 95, 
96, Scr. p, confirmed by internal evidence in 
the peculiarity of the form. 

13 I wd now read ras Map., fr. ABD [add 
1183, Scr. p, Mus. 17469}, confirmed by internal 
evidence in its favour. 

13. For rov Ilérpov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
avrov. with ABD and several cures. [add Lam. 
1190, 96, Scr. p); and internal evidence being 
in its favour, I am disposed to receive it. 

17. The 2nd avote is caned by Ln. & Tis, 
from A & 6 curss. [add Scr. p): but it is mani- 
festly a crit. correcn to remove tautology. Ona 
reconsideration, I am induced to receive re for 
é2, fr. ABE & 2 curss., excl. of Scr. p—slender 
authority, but confirmed by internal evidence, 
+e being so naual a particle in Lk., where in the 
other Gospels we shd have és. 

19. tiv before Karo. is cancd by La., fr. 
ABDE & 7 curss. {add Lam. 1181], 82, Ser. p): 
but internal evidence does not confirm external, 
since, as Tis. shows, riv was more likely to be 
removed than inserted, esp. since the name is oft 
without the art. both in the N. T. and in Sept 
The same remark applies to the removal of tn» 
at v. 23 by Gr., Sch., & Ln., fr. DEGH &, Tis. 
says, 30 curss., to wh. add Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. 
g, h, k,l, 0. 


XIII. 1. reves after qaav dé is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABD & 8 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. p); and Al. not merely rejects it 
(which he might do as a probable insertion fr. 
scholiasts), but regards it as a deliberate inter- 
polation to make it appear that the persons men- 
tioned were not the only prophets and teachers 
at Antioch. But that is pressing too much ona 
word of little weight, and only to be understood 
in a popular sense like our certain taken inde- 
finitely for some, and never to be racked and 
stretched beyond what was evidently meant 
The word, indeed, is oft passed over and omitted, 
esp. in narrations, e. g. Matt. xxi. 28, 33, Mk. 
v. 25, Lk. vii. 18, xx. 9, Joh. v. 5, Acts x. 5, 
xvi. 1, xix. 9, et al.; though it has been occa- 
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sionally obtruded; but to suppose that it was so 
here, in all the copies but 13, is incredible. 

2. The re, wh. I have double-brackd, is abs. 
fr. ABCDEGH & very many cures., excl. of 
Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 85, 90, 96, Scr. f, g, h, |, 
Mus. 5115, 5588, 16184, 17469. Tov before 
Zavdov is cancelled by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDE and many curss. {add Lam. 1182, 84, 
and Scr. p?]: and I wd bracket the word, which 
was prob. inserted after the re above had got 
into the text. 

4, For viroz, Ln., Tis., & Al. read avroi, fr. 
AB and 8 curse. {add Lam. 1182, Scr. p): and 
Al. pronounces t. rec. “‘an alteration to more 
usual expression.” But in so few as 12 copies 
the reading was likely to be a correcn to an 
equally usual, though more suitable, as more 
respectful expression. 

6. Ln., Tis., & Al. insert SAnv before +. 
yvncov, fr. ABCDE & many cures. [add Scr. k, 

}: and internal evidence is somewhat in its 
vour, inasmuch as it might seem more likely 
to be expunged (as thought, however bint af 
cneaitable and inconsistent) than inserted. It 
is, however, very unlikely that the critl revisers 
shd have expunged the word on so groundless a 
scruple as that suggested by Al. If they had 
any knowledge of the geography as to the matters 
here narrated, they could not fail to see that 
SA» has no inconsistency with aypt Tagou, 
since the Apostles’ voyage to Salamis would carry 
them slong the south coast of Cyprus as far as 
Salamis, and their course from thence would be 
doubtless by land, and across the highland region, 
to Paphos. Accordingly, in so doing, the Apos- 
tles might be said, in a popular sense, to traverse 
the whole island by sea and by land. How- 
ever, the word, as in other cases, may have 
dropped out of the context by inadvertence of 
scribes, or been removed by critics who fancied 
that it overloaded the narrative. The same has 
happened at Matt. xxi. 4, xxvi. 59, Joh. vii. 23, 
Acts xix. 29, Heb. iii. 2, and very oft in the 
cognate term was. 
wd now insert dvdpa, fr. ABCD and many 
curss. (add Scr. k, p]. It might easily have 
been lost, by reason of the variety of position, 
or been removed as thought superfluous. 

9. xai before arevicas is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCG and 7 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 
Ser. f, p]: but internal evidence does not com- 
pensate for deficiency of external, since though 
it may have been, as Al. says, ‘‘a supplemen- 
tary insertion,” yet the absence of the particle 
in those 14 copies may have been a critl correcn 
of composn, since elegance of style wd reject it. 
Yet exx. of this anomalous construcn are found 
in the best writers, as Hdot. & Thucyd., and 
not unfreq. in Joseph. 7 

11. I wd now double-bracket the tov, wh. is 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEH and 
many curss., excl. of Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84,°85, 
Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, 0, p, and all the Mus. copies 
collated by me, also Cant. 2, omd by Wets. 
For éwiweocev, Ln. reads trecev, fr. ABD 
95 [add Scr. p, Mus. 16184): but it is either an 
error of scribe, or a correcn for simplicity, as in 
Rev. xi. 11. Besides, éwéa. was, as I have 
shown in note supr. x. 10, a term likely to be 
used by Luke the physician. 

13. I wd now cancel rou, fr. ABCDE and 5 
curss. [add Lam. 1184, Ser. p], confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence in favour of its abeence. 
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14. Acad Oovrec has here the same sense as at 
xi. 19, 22, xiii. 6, where see my notes. The 
term is here highly suitable, since in their route 
fr. Perga to Ant. in Pis., they must have gone 
straight across the provinces of Pamphyt & 
Pisidia, traversing an extent of 150 Roman miles 
over a rough and mountainous tract, and so 
difficult of access as never to have been tho- 
roughly conquered by either the Persians or the 
Romans. There can be no doubt that on this 
journey it was that Paul encountered the “ perils 

y robbers” of which he speaks 2 Cor. xi. 26. 
Both the Pamphylians and Pisidians are de- 
scribed by Strabo as notorious for their plunder- 
ing habits. 

15. The ris added to el, by Ln. & Tis. 2, fr. 
ABCD and 15 curss. (add Lam. 1182, Ser. p], 
was prob. derived fr. scholiasts who supplied 
it fr. the context. Tis. has now pemioved: the 
word, The reading év butv Aoy., adopted by 
Ln., fr. ABCH and several curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 84, Scr. p], was prob. an altern of order 
to bring together the two most important words, 
Aoyos & wapaki. ; 

17. "Iopand after rovrou, is cancd by Tis. & 
Al., fr. EGH & 50 curses. [add Lam. 1181, 83, 
84, 85, 90, 96, Scr. h, k, 1, 0, all the Mus. copies 
collated by me]; and since internal evidence is 
adverse, I la brackd the word. Ailydaw-rou, ed. 
by Ln., fr. AB and some curss. (to which I can 
add all the Lam., Scr., & Mus, copies), is op- 
posed by internal evidence, it being derived fr. 
the scholiasts. 

18. In again considering the difficult ques- 
tion as to the true reading of the verb in this 
v., lam quite of the same een that érpogod. 
is the one wh. came fr. Luke, since although 
resting on but slender external evidence, AC 
and 7 curss., it is supported, as I have shown at 
large, by strong internal, further confirmed by 
the weighty testimony of almost all the ancient 
verss., with several early Greek fathers, as 
Athanasius, Cyrill., & Macar.; to whom I can 
add, the Const. Apost. vii. 36, for although we 
there read é:a Enpas avrovs wapnyays, cat 
érpoTopopnaas avtois tv ipnuw wavroloae 
ayabois, yet the context evidently demands 
eT POW. 

19. xarexAnpov., wh. I have ed., rests on the 
weighty authority of ABCDEGH &, as Tis, 
reckons, above 50 curss., to wh. I can add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, 90, 96, Scr. f, g, h, 
k, 1, p, Mus. 5115, 5588, 16469. The t. rec. 
kaTaxXnpodur. is, indeed, a very unusual term, 
only occurring thrice in the Sept., and once in 
the Apocrypha; though even there the best 
MSS. have xataxAnpoy.; so that the other 
rests on too little authority to justify the appli- 
cation of a well-known canon of criticism. In 
short, I suspect that the t. rec. was a mere altern 
of critics, who were ignorant of the very rare 
transitive force of xatax\npov., and hence sub- 
stituted a positively transitive verb. 

23. For fyyepe, nyaye, wh. I have ed., 
rests on the strong authority of ABEGH and 
above 50 curss., excl. of Lam. 1183, 1196, Scr. 
g, 1, Mus. 5777, confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as #yecpe seems an explanatory altern 
prob. derived fr. a scholiast, and suggested by 
v. 22; while f#yaye, as taken in conjunction 
with xar’ éwayyeX., is confirmed by a kindred 

e in Zech. iii. 8, Sept., iym adyw rdp 
Soo ey pou ’AvatroAny, q.d. “ it is I who am to 
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bring my servant Baruch” (comp. Mal. iv. 2, 
with Lk. i. 78), also by internal evidence, from 
its being the more difficult expression. 

26. For dwearady, I have, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., adopted éfawsor., fr. ABCD and 30 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. h, pj, confirmed by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as the compound 
verb is almost peculiar to Lk., as said of the 
mission of a messenger, and sometimes of the 
mission of a message, such as the Gospel sent 
forth from the Father through the Son, and 
under the influence of the Holy Ghost. The 
compound was far more likely to pass into the 
simple verb,—nat, however, as Al. supposes, 
‘““ by critl correcn to a more simple term,” but 
through inadvertence of scribes, who oft pass 
over preposns in composn like é€ written by 
abbrevn, and likely to escape the eye. 

29. I have adopted wavra, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al.,on the strongest external evidence, exclus, 
of almost all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, 
confirmed by interna] evidence. It is not, how- 
ever, a8 Al, supposes, an altern fer greater com- 

leteness, but simply an error of scribes, arising 
Fr. the ay written by abbrevn. 

31. After ofrives, Ln., Tis., & Al. add vu», 
fr. AC and 20 curss. (add Lam. 1182, Ser. k, p, 
Mus. 16184}, with Vlg. and jater Syr. Al. & 
Conyb. think it entitled to be added as imparting 
seculiae emphasis to the sentence, q. d. who are 
at this moment his witnesses. But how, I ask, 
could it come to pass that such a word shd, as Al. 
says, have been omitted as superfluous, in ail the 
copies exc. comparatively afew? Internal evi- 
dence is almost equally balanced. The word 
may have been brought into the Gr. text to 
supply what seemed essential to the sense; but 
it may have been omitted by carelessness of 
scribes, or even removed by crit] correcn, as at 
Matt. xxvii. 43, Joh. xvi. 32, Acts ii. 33. Yet 
how the former could take place in all the copies 
exc. a few, 1 am at a loss to imagine. Under 
all the circumstances, I am now disposed to 
admit the word, though expressed in small 
print, as also at Acts ii. 33, where there is the 
same variation of reading as here. 

35. For 6:0, Ln. & Tis. 3 read dors, fe. AB 
97, 98 [add Scr. p], but Al. retains, as did Tis. 
2, dd—tightly, since although internal evidence 
is in favour of the Hellenistic idiem, yet it must 
not be introduced on such incompetent evidence 
asthe above. The same fluctuation of reading 
exists at 1 Pet. ii. 6; yet there d:o7: has been 
ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., on the strongest external 
evidence, confirmed by internal. 

41. ipyat. éyw is read by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABD [Scr. k, p}: but internal evidence is 
unfavourable, since it is far more likely that this 
shd have been a correcn of order, than that all the 
MSS. exc. 6 shd have been altered to the Sept., 
where, however, a few copies have the other 
erder. 

42. On reconsideration of the awkward ques- 
tion as to the reading in this veree, 1 still con- 
tinue to exclude the words é« rTHs—7 wv ‘loud. ; 
but I admit without hesitation the ultra», at 
wh. I scrupled, not only because it rests on 
strong internal evidence, confirmed by almost 
ail the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, but because 
the idiom of the genit. particip. standing alone, 
where the werd can be supplied fr. the context, 
is by no means rare in the best Gr. writers, fr. 
whom I have adduced many exx. 
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T still exclude ra ¢@yy on the ey, of 
ABCDEI and many curss., excl. of Lam, }181, 
82, 84, Scr. k, 0, p, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, as justly weighed by Al. 

. avtots after wovodad. is eaned by Tis, 
2 & 3, fr. EG and 50 curss. [add Lam. 1)81, 82, 
84, Scr. f, g, h, 1, 0, p]: but internal evidence 
is quite unfavourable, since the words were, as 
Al. now sees, omitted as unnecessary, and, | 
wd add, in order to remove a sort of tautology, 
For éweuév., Ln., Tis., & Al. read wpocu., fr. 
ABCDI and many curss. [add Lam. 1183, 84, 
85, Scr. k, o, p, Mus. 16184): and internal evi- 
denee confirms external, inasmuch as the t. rec. 
seems a mere altern to more usual term, and 
such as might remove a cacophony; though it 
is possible that wpoou. may have been a critl 
correcn to more suitable term, and suggested by 
supr. xi. 23, wapexdder—mpocpivery Tw av- 
BY ih and | Tim. v. 5, wpocpiver—rais wpoor- 

acs, 
. 44. I still edit éyouéve, fr. ABC? 34, 40, and 
6 other curss.,—slender authority indeed, but its 
deficiency is compensated by internal evidence, 
since it is less likely that the Hellenistic and 
ordinary Greek épy. shd, as Wets. & Matth. 
thought, have been altered into the class. Greek 
éy. than the reverse; esp. since Lk. elsewh. uses 
the class. idiom, e. g. Lk. xiii. 33 (where, how- 
ever, éx. has crept into DA &, Tis. says, above 
15 copies [add Scr. g, i, Mus. 5468)), and at 
Acts xx. 15, xxi. 26. Indeed, it occurs several 
times in the Sept.; though there épy. has crept 
into some copies. It occurs also in Jos. Ant. 
xi. 8, 6, and elsewh. As for the passage of 
Joseph. Ant. vi. 11, 9, adduced by Kuin. in 
support of the t. rec. (rq d& épyourvy), there 
the best MSS. have éyouévy, which Hudson, as 
appears from his note, meant to edit; though he 
inadvertently left éox., which was, with their 
usual carclessness, retained by the followg edi- 
tors, Havers, Oberthur, Richter, and even (from 
fat we alight expect better things) W. Din- 
o 


45. NadXoupivos ought not to have been ed. 
rd Ln., fr. ABE and 3 cures. [add Scr. p}, siuce 
hut and the other v. 1. elpnuevors, were, as Al. 
& Tis. are agreed, introduced fr. v. 40 & xvi. 
14, and the t. rec. altered to remove an unplea- 
sant repetition. 

50. xai before race eboy. is cancd by Ln, 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD! and many curss. [add 
Scr. p]—rightly, the use of the «ai here being 
an example of tcul apposttion ; though, 
from the scribes being ignorant of the idiom, 
expunged by them. 


XIV. 1. For dwe@ouvres, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read dwe:Qnoavres, fr. ABC and 16 curse. 
[add Lam. 1182, Scr. o, P, Mus. 5515, & Cov. 
4, omd by Mill]: and Al. thinks t. rec. a cor- 
recn to the simple and more urual pres. part. 
But in those few copies it may be, as Meyer 
supposes, “‘an altern to the aor. to give the 
pluperf. sense,” and prob. suggested by the ren- 
dering in the Ital. copies, and indeed in some of 
the most ancient Vig. ones, wh. have fseraat. 
Howr, I am rather inclined to receive aaec0¢- 
cavtes, wh. is somewhat confirmed by Heb. 
iii. 18, xi. 31, & 1 Pet. iii. 20. The sense is, 
“who had not believed Paul's preaching.“ 

7. For evayy. joav, Tis. & Al. read ices 
evayy,., fr. CRGH and many cures. (add Lam. 
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1190, 1184, P), and Al. terms t. rec. “a correcn 
of order.” But the other reading is as likely to 
be a correcn of order, and in so few copies that 
is far more probable. 

8. vrapyes (wh. I have brackd) is caned by 
Ln., Tis, & Al. fr. ABCDL and 15 curss. 
add Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. p], and it may have 

n brought in fr. sep. ii. 2. For wepsawe- 
warnxe, Lo., Tis., & Al. read wepisewarnoey, 
fr. ABC and many curss, [add Lam. 1182, Scr. 
p]: and Al. regards it as the “historic past,” 
‘““who never walked,”—a not unsatisfactory 
sense, although the pluperf. seeming more apt 
in sense, weprwewaryxes Was introduced not 
only into the later MSS., but into DEGH of the 
earlier. However, the sense thus yielded is very 
jejune and forced, Accordingly, I prefer to sup- 
pose, with Meyer, that the altern took plare the 
other way, and from the constant preference 
which the Greeks in narration gave to the aor. 
over the plupf. 

9. For fixovev, Ln. & Tis. 2 & 3 read fixov- 
ory, fr. ADEGH & many curss. [add Lam. 
118i, 82, 84, 90, 91, 96, Scr. p, Mus. 17469). 
But I agree with Al. that this reading is a mere 
altern to suit the other aorists, the force of the 
imperf. being overlooked. Render: “ that man 
was listening.” Thus it matches well with 
éxa0y70, wh. should be rendered, twas seated, 
sate, namely by having been placed in some 
situation of Sublic resort. There is here some- 
thing graphic, wh., being unperceived by trans- 
lators and expositore, led to misconception. 
The man was so placed as being helpless in his 
feet, unable to use them, and who indeed had 
never used them. The words otros fixovey 
serve, as I have shown in my note, to finish the 

icture. The addition after AaXouwros v. 9 of 
umapxwy ty doBw formerly, I suspect, had 
place in Scr. k, but was afterwards effaced, 
whether by the scribe or by some one else is 
doubtful, there being, as Mr. Scr. testifies, a 
rasure. The words were derived fr. a scholiast, 
who had in mind | Cor. ii. 3, dy ac@eveia xai 
poBw éiyevounyv, wh. may be referred to bodily 
infirmities and mental trepidation. The | sig 
tion in ABCD & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182 & 
Scr. k, p], adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., has in- 
ternal evidence in its favour, and is prob. the 
genuine reading. 

10. +7 ought not to have been cancd by Ln. 
& Tis., fr. BCD (Scr. k, p), since it was prob. 
removed as thought unnecessary from its force 
being overlooked, the use of the art. in such a 
collocation having an intenstre force, of which I 
have adduced exx., and referred to the able view 
of the rationale of the idiom by Mr. Green, Gr. 
N. T. Dial. p. 185. The words coi AXiyw— 
érdmare ought not to have been inserted by 
Ln., since they are an evident interpolation fr. 
supr. iii. 6. For Aero, 1 wd now read, with 
Ln., Tis, & Al., HAaro, fr. ABC & many 
curss. {add Lam. 1181, Scr. p), and confirmed 
by the #AAazvo of many curss., excl. of most of 
the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. However, #A- 
Aero most prob. did not arise, as Al. supposes, 
fr. crit. altern to suit the imperf. wep:eware:— 
because no such suitableness is here required or 
even admitted, the two terms being meant to 
mark two Tate stages of the ad ae re- 
covery, on which see my note supr. ili. /. The 
origin of the t. rec. was prob. inadvertence of 
scribes, unacquainted with the rare form aor. ] 
mid. depon. fAapyy, on wh. see Buttm. Gr. 
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§ 114. The form occurs several times in the 
Sept., e. gE 1 Kgs x. 10 and Wied. xviii. 15. It 
is also found, however rarely, in the class. 
writers, but only the later ones, as Plut., Synes., 
& the Anthol. Gree. 

ll. For dé, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. ra, fr. AB 
40 [add Lam. 1182, 91}. The same recurs at 
v.13 in ABC [add Lam. 1182, 84]: and each 
is pronounced by Al. ‘“‘an altern fr. the charac- 
teristic te.” But in so very many copies it may 
have been a mere error of scribes, the two words 
being so perpetually confounded. 

12. wév, caned by La., Tis, & Al. fr. ABC 
& 4 curss. [add Scr. p}, may have been inserted 
in order to answer to the following dé; but, 
considering the insufficiency of external evi- 
dence for the absence, it may best be thought to 
have been omd by inadvertence of scribes in so 
few as 8 copies. 

Tis. 3 edits Aiav, for Aia, fr. DEGH 15, 
40, 68, 12 Lect. ; and in his note he goes far to 
pent this procedure. It may at any rate have 

en in use; but until far stronger proof be 
adduced for its existence, it ought not to be 
admitted into the text. It may be a mere error 
of scribe. 

13. abrtey after woXewe is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD & 13 curss. {add Lam. 
1182, Scr. p}: but interna] evidence is not fa- 
vourable. It may have been a supplementary 
insertion ; but, considering the fewness of the 
copies, and their character, the reading they 
present seems a mere correcn of style, and cer- 
tainly a class. writer would net have used the 
pronoun. 

14, For elcemd., I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., adopted é€+7., fr. ABCDE & many curss., 
excl. of Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. p, strengthened by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as it is the more 
suitable term here, and is further confirmed by 
a kindred passage of Judg. xiv. 17, iEewndnoey 
els rdv Aadv, xpaCwy, &c.; also by Jos. Ant. 
vi. 9, 5, Davros xai wae 6 orpatos ixwrydwory 
els avrovs. Eloewné. is, howr, a far more 
usual term, and hence it crept in by error of 
scribes, and not, as Al. thinks, by altern of 
critics to suit els 7. dyxA. 

15. For réy 9. tov Yaura, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read Oedv Yavra, fr. ABCDE & 6 cures. (add 
Lam. 1182, Scr. k, p}: and Al. pronounces t, 
rec. to be an altern for greater precision. But 
the nature of the evidence is such as to show 
that the altern is the other way by a correction 
of critics for compression. 

17. For d&ya8owowv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ayaSoupyay, fr. ABC & 12 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. p}: and internal evidence is equally 
balanced, since t. rec. may, as Al. supposes, 
have been an altern of revisers to more usual 
term: yet ¢ya8oupy. may have been a correcn 
of critics to more dignified term suggested by 
1 Tim. vi. 18: and the latter is the more pro- 
bable. After ovpavdGev, for nuiv, I have, with 
Gr., Sch., & Ln., adopted tuty and ime, fr, 
BCDEGH and very many cures. [add Lam. 
1181, 83, 84, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, Mus. all), 
confirmed by internal evidence. However, Tis. 
2 & Al. 2 cancel the word altogether as a sup- 

lementary additn, which Al. thinks is shown 
ty the variations, coupled with the total omission 
in A 13, Ser. p, & Vig. But variations them- 
selves oft occasion omission altogether of the 
debated reading, a gup being left to admit the 
true reading when ascertained, though very 
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rarely afterwards filled up. Tis. now sees the 
matter in this light, since he has admitted duiv. 
For nuwy, Lu. Tis., & Al. read vpay, fr. 
BCDE & many curss. (add Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. 
f, k, 1, 0, p, Mus. 5115, 16184). It muy be a 
correcn, for the reason suggested by Al.; but it 
may have arisen fr. inadvertence of scribes, who 
very oft confound du. and 1a. 

19. cvpay, adopted by Tis. 2 & Al. 2, fr. 
DEG & several curss. [add Lam. 1183, Scr. h, 
o), is now rejected by Tis., and govpow restored, 
on the ground that since govpow is found in the 
weightiest copies both here and at xvii. 6, where 
the same second-rate uncials and a few curss. 
have écupay, the form may in either case have 
been one of common life, and have come fr. the 
acribes, through dictation: but it may have 
come fr. Lk., and thus it would form one of the 
provincial Syrian Gk idioms not unfrequent in 
the Gospels and Acts: and this is confirmed b 
the fact, that after the most diligent search 
cannot find the smallest vestige of the let aor. 
form of cipw, though from its being of the same 
class as gar 0a, one would expect it to occur. 

For reQvaven, Ln., Tis. 3, & Al. read re@un- 
xévat, fr. ABC & 11 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
Scr. k, p): but internal evidence is not favour- 
able, since it scems a mere crit] correcn of the 
ordinary contracted form. 

20. rwy ual. aitov is ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCD and 7 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 
Scr. h, k, m, p}. But this is as likely to be a 
corrn of order as the t. rec. can be supposed to be. 

21. For edayyeAcaodmevor, Ln. & Tis. read 
—{o mevor, fr. ADEH [add Lam. 1]82 and 90): 
while Al. retains t. rec., rightly; though not in 
regarding —{ouevor as a correcn after v. 7 and 
supr. xi. 20, for that involves the greatest impro- 
bability. The change was, I suspect, merely 
made, like dé for re in D 40, 96, by certain 
critics who supposed a new sentence to com- 
mence here, which is not the case, since a 
comma ought to be placed at AgpBnv, as in the 
MSS. of the Vig. and in the text of Lachm. 
Besides, —odpevor is required by pabnred- 
cavres, and Lk. is generally so exact in his use 
of the Greek tenses, that it is not to be supposed 
that he would use two different tenses, in words 
80 closely connected as evayy. and aabnr. 

Before ’Ixcoviov & ’Avrioy. Ln., Tis. 3, & 
Al. insert els, fr. ACE & 12 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. m, } and the same before air. is 
found in Lam. 82, Scr. m, p: and Al. thinks 
that the circumstuntial repetition is original. If 
80, the preposn might have been omd by inad- 
vertence, or removed as superfluous, I am in- 
clined to adopt els before 'I,ov., but not before 
*"Avriox., wh. Lk. might very well drop, esp. 
since circumstantiality would not require its 

resence here. Indeed it is absent fr. B, wh. 
as it before 'Ixov. 

23. xav’ ixxA. wpecB., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCD and several curss. (add Lam. 1182, Scr. 
k, m, p}: and Al. terms t. rec. a correcn of 
order; but the other is more likely to be such, 
esp. in so few copies. 

27. For dvunyyetdav, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
avnyyed ov, fr. ABC and several curss.: and 
Al. pronounces t. rec. “a correcn to aor. 28 more 
usual.” But it is quite as likely that the other 
reading was a correcn to impf. as more suitable 
m sense; and the change is one continually 
made BY the Alexn critics. 

28. dxst is caned by Ln., Tis., & AlL., fr. 
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ABCD and 9 curss, {add Scr. p]. It may have 
come in fr. the scholiasts; or it may have been 
expunged by critics as superfluous, and by way 
of promoting compression. This is not the only 
passage in wh. éxet has been removed for the 
same reason. See Matt. xvii. 20, Mk. vi. 55, 
2 Cor. iii. 17, whereas the presence of éxeT in 
places where the class. writers wd dispense with 
the adverb, is one of the characteristics of the 
Hebraistic & Hellenistic idiom. 


XV. 1. For wepiréuvnoOs, Ln., Tis., & AL 
read weoitu10y7¢, fr. ABCD and 7 curss. [add 
Scr. p]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. “‘a correcn to 
simpler form, as the fewness of copies (only 12) 
would of itself suggest.” But surely, in the 
style of the N. T., the simpler form of expression 
is the more likely to be genuine. 

2. For ovv, Tis. 2 & 3 reads dé, fr. BCDG & 
10 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, Scr. k, p]: but 
Ln. & Al, retain ov», rightly, internal evidence 
being in its favour, inasmuch as a correcn in 
that direction is very frequent in Alexn copies ; 
in the other, very rare. 

For cvfnr., | have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
adopted (n7., fr. ABCDGH &, Tis. says, 60 
curss. [add Lam. 118], 82, 83, 84, 85, 90, 96, 
Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, p, and all the Mus. copies 
collated by myself] : and internal evidence con- 
firms competent external, since, although cv¥. 
may, as Al. supposes, have been a correcn fr. v. 
7, where %7. is found in some MSS., yet that 
does not, as Al. thinks, show its genuineness 
here. So strong a term, indeed, as ordcews 
might seem to require the forcible expression 
ovl1T., which matches well with the other; yet 

y7., in the sense which it bears at Joh. iii. 25 

1 Tim. i. 4, vi. 4, is not insufficient to match 
with orde., since it signifies a disputatious dis- 
cussion. 

4, For dwedéyO., Tis. 3, after Ln. & Al. 2, 
edits waped., fr. ABD & Scr. p. And insuff- 
cient as the authority may be thought, it would 
seem to be confirmed by internal evidence, at 
least as it is weighed by Tis., whom see. But 
the existence of three readings casts a shade 
over this: and since the other readings are evi- 
dently glosses on dwedéy., it is plain that the 
revisers stumbled at that term and sought to cor- 
rect it in several ways. 

6. For é:, Tis. & Al. read vs, fr. BC 133 
[add Lam. 1158, Scr. p]: but internal evidence 
does not compensate for insufficient external, 
since it is far less likely that dé should have 
been an altern of the characteristic + to the 
more usual dé in all the copies but 5, than that 
in those 5 re shd have been written inadver- 
eouy. by scribes; an error very frequent in this 

ook. 

7. For cvf%., (nt. is found not only in A and 
several curss., but in B [teste Muto], also Lam. 
1182, 84, Scr. p—prob. derived fr. v. 2. 

"Ev tuiv é€eX. o Gede is ed. by Ln., Tis.. & 
Al., fr. ABC & 2 curss. {add Lam. 1182, Scr. k, 
p). But that is as likely to have been a correcn 
of critics as the t. rec. 

8. The 2d avrois is cancd by Tis. & AL (not 
Ln.), fr. AB & 3 curss.: but it was more likely 
to have been a mere correcn in order to remove 
needless repetition, than t. rec. to have been, as 
Al. supposes, a mere supplementary addition. 

1]. Khe vou before xupiov, omd in the Elz. 
& Steph. ed., is found in all the other ancient 
edd., as also in all the uncials and tho great 
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body of the curss., excl. of nearly all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies. 

Xpicrov, wh. I have brackd, is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABEGH and many curss. (add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 84, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, p, and 
all the Mus. copies collated by me]. 

14. éwi before rw is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ACDE and many curss. {add Scr. p); 
and since internal evidence is rather against the 
word, I wd bracket it. 

17. wavra after ravra is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCD and many curss.: and there 
can be no doubt, fr. the character of the vv. 11., 
that the above reading was the original one. 

18. After yuwora dnd alwvos, the words 
éori—avrov are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BC & 
13 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. p], confirmed by 
AD—since yuwordv—épyoy arose fr. error of 
scribes, who oft confound ov and a—and by the 
Syr. & Vig. verss. As to the general difficulty 
as regards the accounting for the existence of the 
reading, I still continue to think Matthai’s the 
best solution thereof; and hence I wd now read 
and point 6 wotwy Tauta, yuwora an’ aliwvor. 

22. I am now disposed to edit {éwcJxaXovue- 
yoy, since there is strong evidence for the ab- 
sence of the éewi, namely, ABCDEG & several 
cures. [add Scr. pj, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as the t. rec. prob. arose fr. 
scholiasts. 


23. rade is caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB, 


Vig. & Cop. verss., confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, as existing in the other additions, all of 
them supplementary. The words xai and oi 
before addeXq. are cancd by Ln. & Al., fr. 
ABCD i183 [add Ser. p], but retained by Tis. 2 
& 3, rightly, since internal evidence does not 
compensate for insufficient external. Al., in- 
deed, thinks the words were “inserted either to 
bring the decree into exact harmony with v. 22, 
or else removed upon hierarchical considera- 
tions.” It is far more prob. that the oi was first 
absorbed in the ac of xai preceding; and that 
then the «ai was afterwards omitted by the care- 
lessness of scribes. 

24. After Wuyas bu., the words Advovres 
wep:réiuvecOut—rov vouoy are cancelled by 
Lu., Tis., & Al, fr. ABD 13 (Scr. p]; but in- 
ternal evidence, on wh. the decision must rest, 
is rather in their fuvour, since, as Meyer and De 
Wette have proved, they cannot be an interpo- 
lation. That they had place in the text before 
the time of Irenzus has been evinced by Jack- 
son of Leicester in his Gr. Test. 

28. rw wvevpat: Tw ayiw is ed. by Ln., fr. 
AB & 4 cures. [add Scr. k, p]: but it seems a 
mere crit. correcn, for further development of 
the sense, suggested by the Vig. & other veres. 
Tovtwy is cancd by. Tis. & Al., fr. AC & 6 
curss. {add Lam. 1184) : but it is transposed by 
Ln. to before ixdv., fr. BCD1H & many curss. 
{add Lam. 1182, Scr. m, p]: and it would seem 
that it was originally a mere supplementary ad- 
dition derived fr. the scholiasts, and which, 
when adopted by revisers into the text, was by 
some of them inserted before, by others after 
vay iwavayxes. This view (which is mainly 
that of Al.) is very specious, but rests on mere 
surmise, and the variation of posn in Trovtwy 
does not necessarily imply its absence originally, 
for the variation of position in a word almost 
always occasions its omission in some copy or 
copies, more or less ; and here the text seems to 
have got into confusion by misapprehension of 
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the construction, as if éwav. were to be joined 
with awéyecfar. This occasioned the trans- 
posn of rourwy by some revisers, and its removal 
by others, also its omissn by careless scribes. 
Besides, I cannot find any vestige of such a use 
of éwavayxes as an adject. standing alone: ac- 
cordingly I shd not be justified in expunging 
Tobtwy ; though I am willing to transpose iaay. 
to after roUrwv. Such a misplacement will better 
account for the confusion into which the text fell. 

29. For weexrov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wuix- 
vév, fr. ABC 137 [Scr. p]: and Al. pronounces 
t. rec. “tan altern for uniformity with v. 21.°’ 
But that this altern should have got into all the 
copies exc. 5, is far less prob. than that in those 
5 wyixrou was altered to wyixra@y in order to 
suit eldwAro8dTwy, esp. since in a few ancient 
copies wy. comes just after eldoA. (and a similar 
altern for adaptation occurs in the ancient 
veres.): and this correcn was the more readily 
made by the critics, since the singular owyixrop 
never occurs in the class. writers, unless in the 
sense somewhat stewed. 

33. For rots awoardXous, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read rovs drooreiXavras avrois, fr. ABCD 
& 12 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. p]: and Al. 
pronounces t. rec. ‘‘an explanatory gloss.” But 
surely such would be quite needless; whereas 
that the reading of those 12 copies was a correcn 
of style by the Alexn critics is evident, for that a 
class. Greek writer wd have preferred that mode 
of expression, no competent judge would deny. 

34. I have already brackd, and am now willing 
to expunge the words édofe—avrov, since 
strong external evidence for their absence, 
namely, ABEGH & 50 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 
85, Scr. g, h,], m, Mus. 5115, 17469], is con- 
firmed by internal evidence, from the words 
being, as Al. says, “‘ an explanatory anticipation 
of v. 40.” 

36. nuwy after +. &deXq. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD [add Lam. 1182, Scr. 
p]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. ‘‘a correcn by 
missing the sense of rt. ad.” But how that 
could missed it is not easy to see. The 
word might be introduced from a margl schol. 
in consequence of missing the force of rods 
after ddeA@., which, though strongly attested, 
seems not genuine. Accordingly, I wd now 
displace nuwy for rods, and express it in smaller 

rint. 
: 38. For cupwapadaBety, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read wrapadauBave, fr. ABC & 2 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. p, Cov. 2, omd by Mill] : 
and Al. supposes the t. rec. @ correcn for con- 
formity to v. 37. But that this should have been 
made and got place in all the copies exc. 8, is 
far less probable than that in those 8 the change 
was sade to avoid a repetition of the same word. 

39. For ojv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dé, fr. 
ABD, Scr. p: and Al. supposes t. rec. “a 
correcn to suit the sequence of the mapor: in 
the last verse.” But that so far-fetched an 
emendn shd have come into all the copies exc. 4, 
is far less probable than that in those 4 the 
constantly-occurring change of viv to dé was 
made by the Alexn critics, to displace a stiff 
and formal particle for é2, which they freqy in- 
troduce in its place. 

40. For rou 6eou, Ln., Tis., & Al. read trop 
xupiov, fr. ABD & 5 curss. [add Scr. p]: and 
Al. pronounces ¢. rec. a correction or gloss in- 
terpretiuy xvpiov. But that such a correction 
shd have been thought needful, and have got 
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into al} the a ae exc. 9, is far less probable than 
that in those 9 rov xvpiov shd have been one of 
the many arbitrary alterns of the critics to in- 
troduce an idiom which occurs several times in 
the Pauline Epistles, though never in the Gos- 
pele and Acts. 


XVI. 1. rivoe after yey. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDE & 16 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. k, p]. It may have been inserted, as 
suggested by those many passages in which it is 
thus placed : but it was more prob. removed by 
critics as coming in awkwardly here. 

3. The reading of Ln. (fr. ABC & 11 curss.) 
is not, as Al. supposes, a correcn of 10” 

Sor simplicity ; but a correcn of constrn to impart 
neatness and terseness. 

4. wapedidocay, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDE & 2 curss. {add Lam. 11824, Ser. p}, is a 
mere correcn of critics to the more usual narra- 
tive tense; and the same critics also removed 
viv before wpecB. for neatness and compres- 
sion. 

7. For xara after ewsipat., Ln., Tis., & AL 
read els, fr. ABCDE & curss. [add Lam. 
1184, 85, Ser. k, m, p, Mus.-Cov. 4, omd by 
Mill], Cyr., & Ath. But internal evidence is 
not favourable, since xara could not be an inten- 
tional altern, but eile might, as meant to remove a 
tautology and make the sense plainer. To sup- 
pose xata, with Al.,a mere “ mistake of scribes, 
owing to the xara 76 yuo.above,” is very impro- 
bable, especy that it shd have come into all the 
copies exc. a few. Accordingly, I would still 
retain xara, wh. is not hindered by the seeming 
tautology, for though the word occurs twice, the 
sense is not quite the same. In the former case 
xara denotes position ut or near a place, adja- 
cency, as at Lk. x. 22, yevouevos xara Tov 
vTomwov: Acts ii. 10, cara Kupiyny, and xvi. 7, 
xxvii. 2, rove xara tTHv 'Aciav. In the latter 
it denotes motion upon, direction towards, as 
supr. viii. 26, wopevou xara neonuBpiay. Ren- 
der: “they essayed to make their way into 
Bithynia.” The use of the term éweip. inti- 
mates that although they had felt some hesita- 
tion about going into Bithynia, yet they set 
about the thing, and only relinquished it when 
they had got to the very borders, namely, at 
& point between the middle of the E. end of the 
Lake Apolloniatis, and the N.W. end of the 
chain of Olympus. 

For wopeveo@a, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wopev- 
O7jvat, fr. ABE & several curss. [add Scr. m, p): 
and Al, pronounces t. rec. “acorrecn for the 
less usual infin. aor.” It may be so, as will ap- 

r from note on Matt. xxi. 2. Yet, consider- 
ing the slenderness of the evidence for the read- 
ing, and the character of the witnesses, it is more 
likely that wropev@jya: was a mere critl corrn for 
more suitable sense, namely, to have made their 
way. Perhaps the course was through a country 
difficult of access, which indeed seems intimated 
by émwaipaQov. After wvevua, Lu., Tis., & Al. 
subjoin ’Inaov, fr. ABC?2DE & 7 curss. [add 
Scr. m, p); but though internal evidence is 
almost equally balanced (see my note), I cannot 
yet adopt the reading. 

9. rns before vuxrds is cancd by Ln. & Tis, 
3, fr. ABD 40. But it was evidently removed 
as unnecessary and to promote compression. 
ro note is ce v. 5, Acts xvii. 10. The posi- 

n Tw IlatvAw @pbn is adopted by Tis. & Al. 
fr. BD?E 40 [add Tan 1182, Ser. m, p]: but 
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I retain, with Ln., the ordinary position, the 
other being a mere correcn. As i the 
change in position just after of ris, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDE & 2 curas., it 
seems to have arisen fr. ris having, in some 
ancient archetypes, been omd, but afterwards 
restored, though in the wrong place. 

10. For «épros, Ln. reads Geos, fr. ABCD & 
10 curss. [add Lam. Sar Ser. 1, pj; 7 Al. 
retains xup., yas eos ag a g ut see 
note supr. xv. 40. . 

Il. For ody, Tis. & Al. (not Ln.) read 3g, fr. 
ADE & 5 curss. [add Scr. p): and Al. pro- 
nounces ov a correcn to suit the sequence on 
the following verse: but it is far more prob. 
that the correcn arose in the other quarter, and 
was made, as very oft elsewh., in order to alter 
a particle, which the Alexn critics perpetually 
stumbled at, on the ground of its stiffness and 
formality, and oft changed it to the dé continua- 
tive = whereupon. 

12. For ravry +7, Tis. & Al. read avry 79, 
fr. D9?GH & 30 curss. [add Lam. 1181, 84, &, 
Ser. f, g, h,1, m, Mus. 5115, 17469), Thus the 
sense will be, as Al. explains, “in the city itself,” 
as gl Sri fr. the suburban place of wor- 
ship. Yet such a distinction would be quite 
unsuitable, since the wposevyi was, as I have 
shown, not a building, much less such a one 38 
might form a residence. As to the argument wh. 
Al. urges for the reading in question being the 

enuine one, viz. that no reason can be “assigned 
or the altern of ravry into avrg, whereas the 
converse is obvious, "—-suffice it to say, that 
there could have been no alteration of critics, but 
merely an error of scribes, who oft confound 
avty and radrp; though the reading év ty 
vrT?;, found in several curss. [excl, of Lam. 
1183, Mus. 16184, Scr. 0], was such. In short, 
the number of vv. lectt. here shows that the 
text had early got into confusion, and conse- 
quently the simplest and most ancient reading 
is entitled to be thought the genuine one. Now 
the most ancient is obviously é» travty 7); 
and itis also the simplest ; though fr. being a 
somewhat homely expression, it was stumbled at 
by the critics and altered in several ways. The 
simplest sense to be assigned is, ‘‘ and we were 
sojourning in that city certain days,” prob. 4 or 
5, as appears from what follows. 

13. t am now inclined to read, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., rvAne, for rorews, fr. ABCD & 4 curss. 
[add Lam. 1182, Scr. p}, and several verss., con- 
firmed by internal, evidence, as existing in 
minute particularity of the expression. TloAces 
may have arisen alike fr. error of scribes, and 
fr. altern of critics to a plainer term suggested 
by schol. & verse. I doubt not that in a few 
ancient copies there was written among the 
marginal scholia 2¢7A@ouev THs woes WANT, 
which crept into the tert of some copies, esp. 
those fr. which the Pesch. Syr., Arab., & /Etb. 
verss. were formed. 

16. Iam now inclined to admit thy before 
mpocevyny, adopted by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis, 
& Al., fr. ABCD & 8 curss. [add Scr. p), Orig.. 
Theoph., and confirmed by internal evidence; 
the omission, or the removal, having each arisen 
fr. misconception of the true meaning of wpee- 
evx7, on wh. see my note. As to the reading 
wvVwva, adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 
[D1 2 m.] 33, Scr. p, Vig., & Orig., I am, on 
further consideration, inclined to receive it, 
since very strong internal evidence in its favour 
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(see Al.) counterbalances any deficiency of ex- 
ternal. For dwavr., Tis. & Al. (not Ln.) read 
uxavr., fr. BCE & 6 cures. (add Scr. p}: and 
internal evidence is somewhat in its favour, as 
Tis. goes far to evince, 

17. Internal evidence confirms strong exter- 
nal in favour of yuiv, the wuiv of BDE, &c., 
being evidently a mere alteration introduced as 
more suitable to the person speaking. To the 
external evidence for nutv add Lam. 1181, 84, 
85, 90, 95, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k,1, m, p, and all the 
Mus. copies collated by me. 

19. rév before Dida is cancd by Tis. & Al., 
fr. CD 2, 42, 47, 57, 78, 80 (add Scr. 1, Cant. 2, 
omd by Mill & Wets.]: and Al. pronounces t. 
rec. a correcn for uniformity. But the other 
reading is rather a correcn to impart compact 
brevity. : 

24. For elAngds, Ln. reads AaB, fr. 
ABCDE & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. m, 

]: but internal evidence is adverse, the reading 
ing, as Tis. shows, a mere correcn to more 
usual form. 

26. For re, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read dé, fr. 
ABDE & 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, 85, 90, 
95, Scr. h, k, m, p): and Al. thinks that the rs 
arose from altern to avoid the recurrence of éé. 
But that was less likely to happen in all the 
copies exc, 29, than that in those few there shd 
have been the freq. altern of the characteristic 
vz into dé. In fact, internal evidence is quite 
in favour of ve, from its being the more dificult 
reading, and likely to be altered to one easier 
by misapprehension of the construcn, which will 
be best represented by the following punctua- 
tion: péiyas,—dore car. — decnwriprov— 
Aves x0. +e. Tis., now seeing the matter in 
this light, has restored the re. 

27. ti before xay. is added by La., fr. BCD 
{add Scr. p}: but Tis. and Al. reject it, rightly, 
since it was prob. prefixed by critics, as thought 
necessary, and occurring at Mk. xiv. 47, in all 
the copies but a very few. 

a Tis. 3 reads ci dna fr. AB; but 
without reason, as will a r. my note on 
LK. i. 42. rs, 

29. +a before Sida is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BCD: and Al. pronounces the ro a 
correcn for uniformity—as if this were likely to 
have taken place, and to have come into all the 
copies exc. 3. See note supr. v. 19. 

3l. Xprordp is cancd by Ln., Tis, & Al., 
fr. AB & 4 curss. [add Ser. p), Vig., Cop.; and 
internal evidence being rather in favour of its 
absence, I would now bracket the word. 

32. For xai, Ln., Tis., & Al. read obdy, fr. 
ABCD and several curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. 
p]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. an alteration for 
simplicity. But the reading of the above copies 
was rather a correcn to polish the composn. 

34. avrov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BC & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 1190, 95, 96, 
Scr. p, Mus. 5115, 16184]; but internal evidence 
is adverse, it being far less likely that the pro- 
noun shd have been added as necessary to be 
supplied, than have been in those few copies 
removed, as 80 oft elsewh., to polish the style. 

For #yadXtdoaro, Tis. & Al. read Ayad- 
Arato, fr. CD & 35 curss. [add Lam. 1181, 83, 
85, 95, Scr. g, h,k, m, 0]: and Al. supposes 
t. rec. to be an altern to historic tense. But it is 
more probable that the other reading was the 
usual correen by Alexn critica of the Ist aorist 
to the impert£_.. 
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36. For dweordAxactv, Ln. Tis., & Al. 
read dwiatadxayp, fr. AB alone: but the au- 
thority is quite insufficient, esp. as not compen- 
sated by interna] evidence, inasmuch as the form 
seems to have been introduced by fastidious 
critics, as at v. 35, though there only occurring 
in No. 137. Yet it is possible that here the t. 
rec. may be an altern to more usual form. 

37. For éBaXop, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éBaXap, 
fr. BD alone: and Al. pronounces ¢. rec. a 
grammatical correction. But see note on Mk. 
xiv. 46. 

38. For aviyy., Ln., Tis.,& Al. read admnyy., 
fr. ABCD & rf curss. (add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 
Mus. 16184]. But internal evidence is not fa- 
vourable, as will appear fr. note on Joh. xvi. 25, 
Mk. v. 14. Al., indeed, grants that daiyy. 
may be a correcn to suit v. 36; but whether 
with reference to that verse is as doubtfal, as it 
is next to certain that the change was made to 
present a plainer and more definite term. For 
wai épof8., Ln., Tis., & Al. read épof. de, fr. 
AB(D) & 12 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Ser. h, p}: 
and Al. pronounces t. rec. a correction to more 
natural copula. But the reading of those few 
copies is far more likely to have been a correcn 
to more suituble particle, in the continuative 
use = whereupon, and also to remove some- 
thing like tautology. 

40. For eis, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wpde, fr. 
ABDEGH and, Tis. says, 50 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 83, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, p, and 
all the Mus. copies collated by me]; and internal 
evidence confirms external, since this use of 
woos, which, though rare, occurs at Mk. xv. 43, 
Acts x. 3, xvii. 2, and Rev. iii. 20, was likely to 
pass into the more usual sie, 


XVII. 1. % before cuvay. is cancd by Ln., 
fr. ABD and 4 curss. [add Scr. p): but I still, 
with Tis, & Al., retain it, since internal evidence 
in its favour confirms very strong external. It 
was partly lost by being sheaths in the yy pre- 
ceding, and partly removed by critics not aware 
of the force of the art., the sense being, ‘‘ the 
synagogue (belonging to the Jews of that part 
of the country).” 

5. For {(nAwoavres dé ol dw. loud. kai wpo- 
AaB., &c., I have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., ed., fr. 
AB & 12 curss., with a considerable number of 
the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, wpocAaB. dé oi 
*"Iovd. As to internal evidence, it is quite 
manifest that the above reading was, as Al. has 
shown, the source of all the remarkable varia- 
tions by addition, alteration, &c.; and that 
after the text had come into a state of great con- 
fusion, then the above matter was combined and 
variously arranged.—not, however, as he says, 
by copyists, but by the vevisers of the middle 


es, 
“eG. Al. edits here, as supr. xiv. 19, govpay, fr. 
DE [add Lam. 1182, 83, 91], confirmed by 
internal evidence, as I have shown in note on 
supr. xiv. 19. 
7. Ihave ed. rpdoc., fr. ABDEGH & very 
many curss., besides the Lam. MS. 1190, Scr. 
f, »h, k, 1, 0, p. 

fo. avns before vuxrds is cancd by Ln. & 
Tis. 2, fr. BD & 10 cures. [add Lam. 1182): 
but Tis. had better, as in ed. 2, have retained 
the ris, wh. was, as Al. thinks, omitted, as in 
xvi. 9. The reading els thy cuy. awnecap, 
adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. EGH & many curss. 
{add Lam. 1]81, 83, 84, 85, 90, Scr. f, g, h, 1, o}, 
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has internal evidence in its favour, and is prob. 
the true reading. 

14. I wd now, with Tis. & Al., for é2, read 
ve, fr. ABE and many curss, [add Lam. 1184, 
Scr. p], since internal evidence is quite in its 
favour. As to tws, for ws, just before ed. by 
Ln., fr. ABE & 7 curss. [add Scr. p], it is, as 
Al, shows, wholly inadmissible, and arose fr. a 
misunderstanding of the we, wh., as I have 
already shown, cannot be pleonastic, nor signify 
as :f. In short, we éwi merely denotes direc- 
tion towards a place, as in Paus. ii. 25, and 
Polyb. v. 59, cited by Al. Ladd Thucyd. v. 36, 
ws ewi Thy Augimwoduy, ‘versus Amph.’ Polyb. 
i, 29, 1, avijyovto—we éwi thy Arf. 


15. For «a@:cora@vres, Ln., Tis, & Al. ed. 


xaOtordavovres, fr. AB 180 [add Scr. p]—-insuf- 44 


ficient authority, but strengthened by internal 
evidence in its favour, from the rarity of the 
form, wh. I have found only in two passages of 
Diod. Sic. and Jos. already adduced by me, to 
wh. I add two others of Lysias, cited by Poppo 
ie Thucyd. iv. 132. See my note on Mk. ix. 


16. avroy after fyayoy is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABD aad sbett 12 curas. [add Lam. 
1182, 84, Scr. p]: but internal evidence does 
not ar ems for insufficient external. It may 
be, as Al. avers, a supplementary addition : but, 
considering the slenderness of external evidence, 
it is more prob. a crit. corrn to polish the style, 
by the removal, as oft elsewhere, of a pronoun 
such as can be dispensed with. 

1 am now induced to adopt, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., Oewpovvros, fr. ABE & 20 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 96, Scr. k, p, Mus. 5115, 16184), 
strengthened by internal evidence, as existing in 
the harshness of the constrn, which requires 
avrou to be supplied fr. the context, and was sure 
to be softened through crit. corrn, whereby the 
saat is made to agree with avtw. In xarai- 

wAov the xart. is tntensive, as in xardgurtos, 
and may best be rendered sdol-ridden, as we use 
priest-ridden. 

18. The xai wh. I have inserted, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., is found in ABDGH &, Tis. says, 
above 30 curss. [add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 85, 90, 
Scr. g, h, 1, m,n, 0, p, Mus. 5115], confirmed 
by internal evidence, from its being far more 
likely to be dost by inadvertence than inserted 
unnecessarily. I wd now bracket +iay before 
=Twitk., on strong authority, to wh. I could add 
8 or 9 Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies: though it 
was quite as likely to be lost by carelessness of 
scribes. 

21. For «ai, Tis. & Al. read 4, fr. ABD and 
some cures. [add Lam. 1190 and Scr. p}: and 
Al. styles t. rec. “‘a correcn to avoid the awk- 
wardness of the recurrence of 4 with different 
meanings.” But it is # that is rather the cor- 
recn, being such as occurs almost always more 
or less in passages like this. 

23. For oy and rovropy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
6 and tuvro, fr. ABD, unsupported by curss., 
exc that Scr. p has 6, but retains rovroy, wh., 
while it neutralizes the evidence, throws light 
on the origin of both readings, and confirms my 
opinion as to how they each arose, namely, from 
error of scribes in the only two copies which 
certainly have them. This is a far more satis- 
factory view, than to suppose, with A)., that the 
dv and TouTov were “ alterations from reverential 
motives,” or, as De Wette and Meyer affirm, 
alterations “to produce the sense THE DEITY, 
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and used in order to avoid the awkward inference, 
that Paul tdentified the Unitarian God with the 
Creator.” (! !) 

24, bwapx. Kup. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABE & 9 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. k, P| & 
Vig., and internal evidence is rather favourable; 
it is, howr, proby a mere arbitrary change of 
positn suggested by the Vlg. 

25. For av@pmH2wy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dv- 
Oowzivey, fr. ABD and 15 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. p}, & Vig.: and Al. thinks t. rec. “‘ prob. 
an error (of scribes).” But dvO@pemivey is 
rather a correcn of critics to a more class. term: 
though the other bears the stamp of genuineness 
in its Hellenistic character, being such as is 
found in Matt. xxvi. 47, Mk. ix. 31, Lk. ix. 


26. I wd now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., ivi 
mayvtds Kpocw@rou THs yas, fr. ABD 1, 13, 15, 
18, 68, 103, Matth. & Clem. Render: “ dwell- 
ing upon (= over) the whole surface of the earth.” 
This use of xavorx., folld by éori and genit., oft 
occurs in the Sept., and sometimes in the class. 
writers, also folld by ye, in N. T., at Rev. iii. 
10, vi. 1, viii. 13, xi. 10, xiii. 8, 14 

For t. rec. wpoter., I have edited wpog- 
vrerayu., fr. nearly all the uncials and 60 curss., 
exclusive of neatly all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies, confirmed by internal evidence, as exist- 
ing in the difficulty of the reading wxpocrt., on 
wh. peculiar wpooruyparts Veov wpiopévort, 
see more in my note. 

27. For «éptov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read Geds, 
fr. ABGH and, Tis. says, above 30 curas. [add 
Lam. 1182, 85, Scr. p, Mus. 5115], with Syr,, 
Vig., & Cop. & Sah. verss., Chrys., Theoph., & 
(cum. Internal evidence is, indeed, almost 
equally balanced; but not quite in favour of 
Oecv. One thing is certain, that «dpiop could 
not arise, as Al. avers, in the great bulk of 
MSS., fr. error of scribes. The words are indeed 
oft interchanged in the var. lect. ; but very rarely 
from that cause. As the case stands here, it 
was correcn of critics that occasioned the varia- 
tion ; but which way is not quite certain. I am, 
however, still of opinion that Osc» aroee fr. the 
correcn of critics, who thought, as do De Wette 
and Meyer, that Paul would not have used the 
word xupctov, when addressing heathens ; whereas 
the Person whom he here meant by «up. would 
be sufficiently plain to them fr. sepr. v. 2, 
oUTos ovpavuy Kai yas Kiptos bwrapyev. As 
to the versions adduced in support of Beds, their 
evidence is, as ] have shown, misreported, and 
their weight in such a case as this is but slender. 
For the reading xai ye, ed. by Lan., Tis., & 
Al., fr. BDH &, Tis. says, 50 curss. [add 
Lam. 1181, 83, 84, 85, 90, 95, 96, Ser. f, g, h, |, 
m, 0, p, Mus. 5115, 16184], respectable authority 
exists to warrant its reception. But though Lk. 
elsewhere twice uses xai ye, yet not in any sense 
here suitable; for the e¢ quidem of A}. mars the 
Apostle’s reasoning, wh. requires and yet, txdeed, 
equiv. to although indeed, as in Joh. iv. 2, and 
in Lk. himself, supr. xiv. 17, in a kindred pas- 
sage, where Paul, addressing the heathens, says: 
Kaitovrye ovx apuaptupoy tavTow dyes, 
where the uncials ABC and 3 cursives de- 
sert the t. rec., which is, however, retained by 
Al. & Tis., who pronounce the readings xa:ro 
in ABC and xai ye in DE alike corrections, the 

e, or the rut, being each deemed unnecessary. 
ow that is the very case here. And in the 
former passage xalror here found in AE et al. 
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confirms, as Meyer says, the xairovys, by wh. 
the critics thought the wording overloaded. 

30. For wae, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read wapras, 
fr. ABD°E & 7 curss. (to wh. I can make no 
addition); and insufficiency of external evidence 
is not compensated by internal in favour of it. 
Al., indeed, pronounces wao: “an alteration to 
oe with avOpwwos;” while Meyer and De 

ette maintain that rao: was altered to wap- 
vee in order to soften the assertion that God 
commanded a/l men every where to répent. 
That the Alexn critics were capable of so daring 
a tampering with the written Word is nol, as 
Al. avers, in the highest degree improbable; 
but that they meant to enact such an impiety 
here is more than I wd venture to affirm. The 
altern prob. arose from a clumsy attempt to pro- 
duce an intensity of sense,—since wdyras wav- 
Taxou convey a strong emphasis, and in the 
right place of the sentence,—yet at the sacrifice 
of the Pauline elegance, every where observable 
in this admirable speech, and presenting, in its 
place, what is all but positively uxgrammeaticul, 
since there is in reality no construcn. 


XVIII. 2. For éx, Ln., Tis., & Al. read awd, 
fr. ABDEG and very many curses. [add Lam. 
1182, 83, 85, Scr. g, k, m, o]: and Al. supposes 
the éx of t. rec. to be a correcn to suit ywpro8. 
éx inv. 1. But Meyer thinks the dmré to have 
been a correcn to suit dwo rs ‘IraX. (mean- 
ing, of course, dwd 7. ‘Pawuns) further on. It 
may have been 80, but also, I apprehend, from its 
being more suitable in sense, and correct in com- 
position. How oft the ix has been altered to 
amo on that ground is not to be denied, and 
has almost always taken place in those uncials. 
See Matt. vii. 4, xii, 42, xvii. 9, Mk. i. 10, 26, 
v. 8, vii. 26, et al. seepe. 

3. For gueve, guerve is found in EGH & 10 
curss., exclus. of Lam. 1182, 84, 85, Scr. m 

Leic. MS.), and the Mus.-Cov. 2 (omd by 
Mill), and it is confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the sense required by the context 
is, ‘he lodged with them” (so Joh. i. 39, ix. 43, 
and oft in Sept.), as the Peach. Syr. renders, and 
so Chrys. also must have taken the word, since 
he says: Aca Tovro pévec (read tueive) os émi- 
Tiéeroy evpmy karaywy.ov. But this sense 
requires the aor. (as at Lk. i. 56, Euesve ody 
airy), rather than the impf, wh. has oft dis- 

laced the aor., e. g. at Joh. x. 40, wal Euccvey 

xi, where B has guevev, ed. by Ln., though 
evidently a false correcn. 

The elva: after oudrexvov, absent in D, was 
expunged by a critic, who thought the construcn 
cleared and the diction polished by the removal. 
But the construcn will be sufficiently adjusted, 
if avra@y be supplied from the contextual av- 
rots, as in Hdot. ii. 89, xuvetwar d& TOV Omo- 
TeXvov, sub. abou. 

or elpyat., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit ney at, 
fr. ABIDE and 10 curss. [add Scr. p]: but I 
cannot adopt it, for reasons which sce on Matt. 
xxv. 16. The plural —{ovro is found in B 
alone ; a crit. corrn to ease the constrn, wh. pro- 
cess was effected in another way by other critics, 
namely, by expunging the words jjoav yap—r. 
véxy. But the awkwardness involved by what 
is a slight flaw in composition will almost dis- 
appear if the punctuation elpya{ero, found in 
the earliest edd., and adopted by me (with Tis.), 
be fixed as certain. Had d2, instead of yap, 
been written, the difficulty would not have 
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existed. As the case stands, yap must be re- 
garded as serving to introduce a subjoined ex- 
planatory clause, ee strict previieny wd have 
demanded that it shd have been parenthetic: 
and hence Ln. places the words in a parenthesis, 
as at Mk. vi. 14, vii. 3, John iv. B, 10, Acts 
xiii. 3, et al. But that is quite inadmissible, 
as being forbidden by the subsequent context. 
The punctuation wh. I have adopted (as for- 
merly R. Steph. ed. 1540) is placed beyond 
doubt by another example of this construcn 
(though without the awkwardness arising from 
the blending of sing. and plur.), ixfr. v. 18, 7. 
xecbadyy elxev yap evxyv. The best render- 
ing of the particle, whether ydp or dé so used, 
is our Eng. now, as at Joh. xviii. 40. 

For thy téxvnv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read +H 
vixvy, fr. ABEG and 15 curss. [add Lam. 
1184, Scr. g, 1]: and internal evidence being in 
its favour, it is prob. the genuine reading. 

For vw wvevuari, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
+76 dove, fr. ABDEG & 6 curss. [add Lam. 
1184], Syr., Vig., Cop., Sah., & Auth. & Ar. 
verss.: and internal evidence, though almost 
equally balanced, is rather in favour of rw 
Adyw, wh., however obscure, and thus likely to 
puzzle the biblical revisers, is susceptible of a 
pertinent sense, which may be expressed by: 
‘““he was earnestly engaged in [teaching and 
preaching] the word of the Gospel.” Comp. the 
same use of rw Acyw, at 1 Tim. v. 17, and I Pet. 
iii. 1. Of cuvéysotar as denoting the being 
under great pressure of mind, anately of Piri, 
another ex. occurs in Lk. Gosp. xii. 50, was 
cuvéxouac! Comp. Thueyd. iii. 98, ra wovw 
Evvexouevos, where see my note. the 
whole, I agree with Meyer, that +. wvevmu. arose 
fr. a marg. schol., the purpose of wh. was to 
further develope the idea in cuveixero, as re- 

epee of spirit: and thus the expression 

rought in, though not to the exclusion of the 
other, at ai pushed out the other, as un- 
necessary or difficult of comprehension, though 
indispensable, as denoting the object that occa- 
sioned this severe pressure. 

1l. For ve, Ln. reads 62, fr. AB and 8 curse. 
{add Lam. 1182, 84]; but wrongly, since this 
reading and the «al éxd@. of D are alike correc- 
tions to remove what was thought an unsuitable 
particle, though a characteristic of Luke's diction. 

}2. avOuwarou évros, ed. by Ln., fr. ABD & 
9 curss., arose fr. crit. correction to avoid an 
unusual word, and prob. derived fr. the scho- 
liasts or catenists. 

13. For ovr. dvaw., Ln. & Tis. ed. avar. 
ovr., fr. AB & 9 curss. {add Lam. 1183, 85, 
Scr. p, k]: but wrongly, since the reading is a 
mere arbitrary correcn of order, though that, as 
Al. avers, is characteristic of Lk, 

14. Tis. & Al. have very properly restored 
ovv, which they had cancd, fe ABDE & 20 
curss, [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, Scr. 0], internal 
evidence being so strong in its favour, since 
ite insertion by critics ie far.less probable than 
its omission by reviners,—not, however, as Al. 
supposes, from their finding it unnecessary and 
out of place, since it is, as he shows, very ap- 
propriate and quite in place. The truth is, that 
the critics expunged it, as they have done at 
almost half of the passages where the particle 
occurs. 

15. For (i7rnua, Ln., Tis., & Al. read (n7r#- 
pata, fr. ABDE & 14 curss. (add Lam. 1182, 
84, Cov. 4, omd by Mill), with Syr., Vig., Cop., 
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Sah., Arm., & Ar. verss. The t. rec. may be, 
as Tis. & Al. aver, a correcn to suit the fore- 
going singul. (irnua and (7. rT: (not padiovp- 
ynua, as Al. subjoins): though it may rather 
have arisen by error of scribes passing over the 
va placed above the ua, and at the end of a 
line. However, the plur. involves such harsh- 
ness, espec. if we suppose it, as Al. avers, ex- 
pressive of contempt (as we should say, a 

of questions), that I am inclined to think (n7#- 
ara a correcn of critics, who wished to adapt 
it to pl. dvouatwy; wh. is confirmed by the 
fact that Scr. k, for dvouatrwy, reads (yTnya- 
twv. Besides, the critics prob. had in mind 
tnfr. xxiii. 29, weoi Cutnsarwy rou voyuou 
(quite akin to the present) : xxv. 19, {yriuaTd 
Tiva—wepl THs ldtas derordaipovias: xxvi. 3. 
Comp. Plato, p. 891, ray wepi picews Epinav- 
ro Cntnparev., Moreover, the sing. here is pe- 
culiarly appropriate to the context, and the best 
rendering will be: ‘‘ But if it is a question (a 
matter of debate and controversy) about doc- 
trines—and of Law—look ye to it,—I will be 
no judge of those matters.” So (nT. is used 
in Plate, p. 221, 368, 420, 630, +d wepi vouous 
Cnrnma, “ matter of debate.” I have just after 
bracketed yap, and at v. 17 of "EXAnves, from 
slender authority, namely, ABC & AB, and 
next to no curss.; though strengthened by in- 
ternal evidence, the yao being prob. a mere 
supplemental addition derived from the same 
quarter, though evidently arising fr. a very 
ancient gloss. 

19. For xarivrnoev, Lo., Tis., & Al. read 
—cav, fr. ABE 13, 40 [Scr. k]: and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. an alteration to sing. to suit 
xaté\iwey below. But that such a change shd 
have got into all the copies exc. 6 is far less 
likely than that in those 6 xatiyrncay arose 
fr. error of scribes for catyyrnosy; and such a» 
&éq@eAxvorexoy occurs in the most ancient MSS. 
before a é. 

Acedé€ato, for dceXéy On, ed. by Ln., fr. AB 
& 3 cures. [add Lam. ]152], is, as supr. xvii. 2, 
& mere alteration to more usual form; whereas 
the rare form d:eAéxOn is confirmed by ix. 34, 
where there exists no variation of reading. 

20. wap’ av’tois after uetvac is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. AB & 10 curss. [add Lam. 
1184}: but internal evidence does not compen- 
sate for the slenderness of external. The t. rec. 
may be, as Al. supposes, ‘‘an explanatory addi- 
tion,” but that of AB may bea mere crit. correcn 
to impart more neatness by compression. 

21. I wd now adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
the reading of the verse as laid down by them, 
fr. ABDE & 10 curss.,—to which 1 can add 
Lam. 82 and 83,—confirmed by internal evi- 
dence. How the text came to be in such con- 
fusion is accounted for, with more than their 
usual success in so perplexed a matter, by Al. 2 
and Tis. 3. 

23. ornpi{wy, injudiciously ed. by Ln., fr. 
AB 13, arose, not, I apprehend, as Al. supposes, 
fr. the compd éw:or. seeming unnecessary (wh. 
is not the case, and it is seed supr. xiv. 39 xv. 
32, 41, sine v. 1.), but by error of scribe passing 
over the éw expressed by abbrevn. 

25. For xupiov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ’Incou, 
fr. ABDE & 20 curss. {add Lam. 1182, 84, 96]; 
and it is confirmed by internal evidence, as ably 
traced by Al., who satisfactorily shows what led 
to the altern of Ino. into xupiou. 
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XIX. 1. For edpmy, Ln., Tis, & AL read 
svpetv, fr. AB & 5 curss., Vig. & Cop. verss., 
confirmed by internal evidence, which is quite 
in favour of the reading, with wh. elwé va for 
éi, found in the very same copies and no other, 
is closely connected, and is also confirmed by 
internal evidence ; and the two readings prob. 
present the genuine text, altered by crit. revisers 
to what we find in the t. rec., by wh. the harsh- 
ness is softened. 

4. Xprordyv is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABE & 2 cures. : and Al, thinks that “‘ it came 
fr. the marg., and was thus variously placed.” 
But that is a matter of mero surmise, and from 
the fewness of copies in wh. it is found, it is 
more likely that the omission arose fr. variety 
of positn in ypror., wh. oft elsewh. occurs. 

g° vas before yetpas is cancd by Ln., Tis , & 
Al., fr. ABH & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 91, 
96, Mus. 5588, & the Leic. MS.]; and with 
reason, as will appear fr. the state of the evi- 
dence in a kindred r. ix. 12, where 
see note. In either case, the rarity of the word 
without the art. must forbid its being disturbed 
by alteration to what is of common occurrence. 

I would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
éxpod., fr. ABD & 4 curss. [add Mus. 2], as in 
other passages where the reading occurs, since 
that mode of placing the augment is confirmed 
by the most ancient authorities, 

7. Awéexa, for dexaduo, ed. by Ln., fr. ABDE 
& 9 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. k, mJ, is a mere 
correcn to more usual form, as will appear from 
note on Joh. xi. 8. 

8. ra before wepi is cancd by Ln. & Tis, fr. 
BD & 12 lect.—very insufficient authority, and 
that not compensated by internal evidence, since 
the ra may very well. have been omitted by 
scribes ignorant of the clase. idiom in 3 copies 
(and so supr. viii. 12), which is far more pro- 
bable than that it shd have been sxtroduced into 
all the rest. 

9. I wd now bracket tivds, cancd by La., 
Tis.,& Al., fr. AB & 3 curss., internal evidence 
being quite against it. 

10. ‘Ineov is caned by La., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDEH & 15 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. 
k]; and internal evidence being against the 
word, I would bracket it. 

12. For éwiépecOar, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
anopéip., fr. ABE & 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
83}—external evidence insufficient and not com- 
pensated by tnternal, since the t. rec. tsa 
more appropriate term ; for the éwi in éwigip. 
ought not, as it has been by many, to be con- 
sidered as pleonastic, but as having the sense 
unto, to. indeed, éri@épeo¥ar seems to have 
been a medical term, known to Luke, as 
said of medicaments laid on a wound in the 
form of a poultice, or plaister, signifying adferre, 
fo apply to. As to Alford’s argument that “‘ the 

ing of the ancient MSS. must prevail,”’ that 
has no cogency, since even the most ancient of 
them oft present what is demonstrably false; 
and hence the decided testimony of txterxal 
evidence is indispensable to their being made 
paramount; but that testimeny is here quite 
against dwopéip., which is unsuitable to the de- 
velopment of the full sense, that being only to 
be attained by supposing that the verb was 
Meant to be used tn sensu pregnanie, including 
the two notions of brixging from and applyiag 
to: which may be done if éw:@ée. be read, but 
not if dwopép., wh. wd thus leave the most im- 
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portant ingredient of significn wanting. But 
the Alexn critics not perceiving this, and think- 
ing that the verb was meant to be connected 
with the following, not the preceding, words, 
altered it suitably thereto. This pregnancy of 
sense (i.e. were brought and applied to) was 
distinctly seen by the Pesch. Syr., Arab., & 
Eth. translators, who rendered accordingly; 
and hence they must have had éa:@ép. in their 
copies. 

still continue to read, for t. rec. éFépy., éx- 
wopetvecba:, fr. ABD and l5curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 84, 85, Scr. k, & 2 Mus. copies] : and in- 
ternal evidence is in its favour, from the great 
uncommonness of the term, which is no where 
else used of the going out of evil spirits, exc. in 
Rev. xvi. 4; whereas éfépy. is oft so used, but 
only by Luke. If it be asked, how came Luke 
to use ixa. this once, and every where else 
éEépx.? I answer—in order to suit the strong 
antithetic term @madAdocecBat, which signi- 
fies, in the full sense, to be off and away, to be 
gone from, as in Soph. Antig. 244, awadAax- 
Geis arer. 

The 2d dm’ a’ray is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABDE and 15 curss. {add Lam. 1181, 
82, 84, Scr. k]: I have brackd the two words, 
there being no warrant to expunge them, since 
internal evidence is equally balanced. They may 
be, as Al. pronounces them, a supplementary 
tnsertion: but their removal may have been a 
crit. correcn in order to remove 2 tautology. 

13. After rives Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel aad 
and insert «al, fr. ABD and 15 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84): but internal evidence does 
not confirm external. Al., indeed, argues that 
“the genuineness of xal, and the spuriousness 
of dare is shown by the readings «ai amd, and 
xai éx;" but that is, I apprehend, not the case. 
The é« for dwo in H and some curss., was 
merely a critical correction, probably suggested 
by the Vlg. rendering de, which prob. proceeded 
from critics, who did not perceive the parti- 
tive force of the preposn, which requires d7d, 
and is elsewh. used after tives, e. g. Matt. 
xxvii. 9 & 21, Lk. xix. 39, rives—aawo tov 
6xAou, and gener. without variation. So Lk. 
vi. 13, ix. 38, Heb. x. 2, and so oft in Sept., 
and the early class. writers, as Hdot. vi. 27, and 
Thucyd. i. 116, and oft elsewh. Hence I must 
retain awo, wh. was altered to the more usual 
simple genit.: but I am disposed to insert xai, 
strong internal evidence confirming competent 
external in its favour. 

For épxifouev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read apxife, 
fr. ABDE and 10 curss., to wh. I can only add 
Lam. 1184 & Scr. h: and Al. terms t. rec. a 
correcn to suit the preceding plurals. But the 
singular opxi{w involves such extreme harsh- 
ness of construcn that I cannot believe so gene- 
rally correct a writer as Luke wd have fallen 
into such a slip in Grecism. Hence I prefer to 
suppose that in those few MSS. it arose fr. 
correcn of scribes in some very ancient common 
archetype, where the termin. -uev, expressed by 
abbrevn at the end ofa line, escaped the eye of 
the copyist. Such unfinished readings, from 
that and other causes, are by no means rare. 

15. I wd adopt, with Ln., but in small print, 

avrots, fr. ABD and 20 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
84, Scr. mj], internal evidence being rather 
favourable, inasmuch as it was less likely to be 
removed by Alexn critics than to be a supple- 
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mentary addition of revisers, suggested by the 
verss. 
16. épadrcuevos for épPaddX. is read by Lon. 
fr. AB 104, somewhat confirmed by the éw:Aa- 
Bouevos of Lam. 1182 (teste Scr.), and the Leic. 
MS. by error of scribe, for éwiaX\duevos, and 
that and é@eaiX. are Ionic and common-Greek 
forms, but of such late and doubtful Greek that 
they may rather have come fr. the ecribes than, 
as Al. chinks, have been a correcn of critics to 
suit karakup.evoas, since I cannot find a single 
example of that 2 aor. form. Had Luke 
chosen to use such a particip. as should match 
xataxup., he would have employed the Ist aor. 
épadapévos, a form used in the Sept. But he 
prob. intended no such adaptation: and the 
absence of xai before the 2d particip., right] 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDE and 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84], rendered such 
adaptation unnecessary : so that on the whole 
édadou. has noclaim to be received, and may have 
arisen simply fr. error of scribes, who oft write 
single for double consonants in verbs of this form. 
The positn 6 av8p. éw’ aut., ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. AB and 7 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 
Scr. m], has internal evidence in its favour from 
its being, Al. says, characteristic of Lk. As to 
the dugoripwy for Ist avrwy, ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABD and 15 curss. [to wh. I can 
only add Lam. 1184], specious as the reading is, 
and plausibly as it is advocated by Al., it will 
not bear the test of strict scrutiny, being, it wd 
seem,a mere crit. corrn to prevent the repetition of 
auvreyv, and prob. suggested by the Vig. & later 
Syr. verss. ; though the Pes. Syr., Arab., Sah., & 
op. verss. conten avtwy’ but how dudor. 
came to be substituted, I cannot imagine, for 
there are zo two before mentioned to wh. tho 
word can be referred. Al., indeed, alleges that 
“ two only, it seems, were there employed on the 
occasion : and Lk.,” adds he, ‘* has retained the 
word (du@or.) as it stood in the record fur- 
nished to him,”—a most unsatisfactory mode of 
accounting for the word. It wd be desirable to 
carefully examine the actual reading of ABD, 
esp. since that of B is uncertain. Bartol., Bent., 
& Birch report it to be augorépwr: but Mai 
states it to be dudorépwy auruy ; yet the editor 
Verc. directs aurwy to be expunged. I suspect 
that the true reading is auporépwy with uvrov 
in the marg., as if meant to be supplied per 
ellip. But that leaves the difficulty, as respects 
the two (Lat. ‘amborum’), just where it was, 
and requires that two shd have been particularly 
mentioned. That the altern was partly made 
in order to remove tautology, is plain fr. the 
rendering in the Sah. & /Eth. verss. all seven. 
Other critica, however, scrupling at all seven 
being overpowered by one man, substituted 
aor. by way of bringing the thing within the 
limits of probability. However, there is no 
need to press on the term «xataxup., wh. may 
be taken in a qualified sense, as seems suggested 
by the term connected with it, so that the con- 
jgotnt sense is that the demoniac so far overcame 
them, as to have his will over them by personal 
assault on whomsoever he chose, wounding their 
rsons and tearing their clothes; which surely 
implies nothing incredible, esp. when we con- 
sider, that it is as difficult to fix a limit to the 
power of demoniacs, as of madmen. 
20. row Kupiov o Adyos, ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. AB, may be the genuine collocation of 
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the words, and the t. rec. a mere correcn of the 
order for simplicity: though the authority is 
insufficient to warrant its adoption. 

21. ‘Lepoood. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDE and 4 or 5 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, 
Scr. k}: and slender as the authority is, it is 
compensated by internal evidence as justly 
weighed and ably discussed by Tis. 3. 

. The difficulty of the constrn in this verse 
(wh. I have carefully laid down) occasioned 
some liberties on the of critics, and some 
blunders by scribes. To advert to the former, 
ABE and 16 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 1184] have 
THs peyaXeroTnTos, wh. has been received into 
the text by Ln. & Al., but rejected by Tis., 
rightly, since the external authority is bd in- 
sufficient, coming chiefly from one family of 
MSS., in opposition to the Pesch. Syr. and 
Vulg. versions. Nor is the insufficiency made 
up by internal evidence, which is against the 
reading, since it evidently arose from crit. 
correcn, to bring tn better Greek, and introduce 
a sort of oratorical flourish,—q. d. ‘that she 
should be deposed from her greatness,”—alike 
unsuitable to the speaker (a silversmith), and 
to the writer. According to the ordinary text 
the sense is, “‘ Yea, that her majesty and glo 
ee magnificence of her temple and its worship) 
should be pulled down.” Comp. asimilar exprn in 
Jos, Ant. vi. 9,2, xaVaip. rhv dAdaYovelay. The 
other three alterna of text adopted by Ln., ’Apr. 
lep., ANoy:o0HoeTar, and weAXet, are unsustained 
by any competent evidence, external or internal. 

he only change of text wh. he was justified in 
adopting was ov¥éy for ovdév, ed. by Tis. & Al., 
fr. ABH and 15 curss. [add Lam. 1185, Scr. f, 
Mus. 5115, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill], internal 
evidence being in its favour, fr. its forming the 
less common expression. I am howr disposed 
to read ou” gv. 

“OAy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB 13, 
40, Vig.. Cop., & Arm. verss.: and Al. pro- 
nounces the t. rec. a corra fr. xxi.30. But that 
such a corrn shd ever have been made, and then 
have come into all the copies exc. 4, is far less 
gees than that in those 4 the 6An shd have 

m removed by critics as unnecessary, just as 
in several other See note on Joh. xii. 19. 

29. I have just after inserted, with Ln., Tie., 
& Al., rs before cuyyuc., fr. AD?9GH and 
40 curss. [add Lam. 1185, 83, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, 
h, m, o, Mus. 5115, 16184, Cov. 2, 3, 4, omd 
by Mill], confirmed by internal evidence, the 
full sense being, ‘“‘ the tumult that had arisen.” 
I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., cancel rou 
before TlavAov, with ABCDEGH and very 
many curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 35, Scr. 
f, gh, k, 1, m, 0, and all the Mus. copies col- 
lated by me. 

34. i have, for éwiyvdvtwy, adopted, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., éwiyvovres, fr. ABDEGH 
and very many curss. (add Lam. 1181, 83, 85, 
Scr. g, h, k, m, Mus. 5588], confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence from its being the more difficult 
reading; whereas éwcyvovrwy is @ mere correcn 
of revisers, to remove the awkward, so-called, 
nominativus pendens, but wh. is in reality no 
other than one of the several forms of anaco- 
luthon, on wh. see Winer, § 64, & Kihner & 
Jelf’s Gr. § 477, 2. 

35. For av@pwwos, I wd now, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., read dvOpmwey, fr. ABC and 8 curss. 
fadd Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. k, mJ], confirmed by 
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internal evidence, the t. rec. being prob. a mere 
corrn to sim constrn, prob. derived fr. scho- 
liasts. Qzas before ’Apréu., wh. I have brackd, 
is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD and 20 
curss. [add 1182, 84], and almost all the verss., 
confirmed by internal evidence. 

36. I wd now receive wpdoc. fr. nearly all 
the uncials, and very many curss., confirmed by 
the fact, that the form oo is characteristic of 
Luke’s diction. 

37. I have ed. @edw for Gedy, fr. almost all 
the uncials, and most of the curss., excl. of 
Lam. 1182, 83, 85, Ser. f, g, bh, k, m, Mus. 5115, 
confirmed by internal erulence; wh. is quite in 
its favour. See more in my note. 

38. I wd now edit, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
Exovow woos Tia Adyov, fr. ABDEH and 
most of the curss., excl. of nearly all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies, and confirmed by internal 
evidence, the position being the simpler, and 
more agreeable to the diction of Lk. & the 
other evangelists. 

39. For wepi erépwyv, Ln., Tis. 3, & Al. read 
Wepairipw, fr. B and 15 cures. [add Lam. 
ae But Tis. had better have retained, with 
myself & Al. 2, the t. rec., since internal evi- 
dence confirms the strongest external in its 
favour,—mwepatrépe being not, as Al. supposes, 
a mistake from ttactsm, but a correcn of critics, 
who stumbled at the homeliness of the expres- 
sion, and altered it to what a pure Greek class. 
writer wd prob. have written. Thus wepactipe 
would be used for wep. rou déovros occurring 
in Plato, p. 484, and Soph. Trach. 665. See 
more in my note on Thucyd. iii. 81, 4. 

40. For drodovva, Ln. & Tis. (not AL) ed 
éovvas, fr. GH &, Tis. says, 40 curss. [add : 
118], 83, 84, Ser. g, Mus. 5588, 16184]: but 
internal evidence is adverse, since, as Al. ob- 
serves, the simple verb was more likely to be 
substituted for the compound, than the con- 
verse. The awo may, however, have been lost 
by error of scribes. 

Before +. cverpopys, Ln. prefixes wapi, fr. 
ABE and 15 curss. {add Lam. 1182, 85, Ser. 
k, mJ], but it arose prob. fr. the scholia and 
veras., and was not “ necessarily (as Al. thinks) 
consequent on regarding ovoTpod. as in appo- 
sition with genit. preceding.” 


XX. 7. For rwv uwabyt., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read juw@v, with ABDE and 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 83, 84, and several verss.], and internal 
evidence being in its favour, it is prob. the true 
reading. I have brackd tov before «Aacaz, 
cancd Sy Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABEGH and 
many curss. [add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, 90, 
95, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, m, o, and all the Mus. 
copies which I have collated]: and it is doubt- 
lesa insititious, and derived fr. the scholiasta. 

-. For xa@spuevoc, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Reeeyenercts fr. ABDE and about 12 curss, to 
wh. I can only add Lam. 1182, and I suspect 
that it was only a currecn of the Alexan. critics, 
for adaptation to the subsequent xarag@epe- 
prevoc. However, since xabe{ousvos occurs supr. 
vi. 15, where D and some ancient curses. have 
xaOnuevos, it is very possible that «aOyjsspor is 
the true reading, and sg striae a mere cor- 
recn to more usual term, derived fr. the sche- 
liaste. 

1]. roy is inserted before dprov by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., from ABCD 13, Theophyl. 2; and its 
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genuineness is doubtful, as mainly depending on 
whether this is to be understood of the Eucha- 
rist, or an ordinary meal taken in common. 
See my note. 1t could hardly have been, as 
A]. says, omitted from the force of the art. being 
overlooked, in all the MSS. exc. five ; though 
it might be snserted in those five because thought 
necessary. 

13. For els, Ln., Tis, & Al. read éwi, fr. 
ABCDE[G]H 13, 25, 40, 72 [add Lam. 1182]. 
Al. styles the t. rec. “a correcn to more usual 
preposn.” But the fact that the é) preceding is 
altered to eis in some MSS. seems to show, that 
all the critics aimed at was to remove tautology. 
napa ( iv, ed. by Ln., fr. ABE and 4 curss. 
[add Scr. 11823}, is a mere correcn to more usual 
positn. 

14. ouvéBadAzv} So Ln. & Al. read, fr. ABE 
40: and Al. pronounces ¢. rec. an “altern to 
historic aorist, as oft.” But Tis. retains t. rec., 
rightly, since internal evidence confirms strong 
external in its favour, considering that the read- 
ing of those four copies (in the closest con- 
nexion) was prob. an error of scribes, who so oft 
confound the single with the double consonant 
in verbs of this form, The reading MutuAsjyny 
in G is an error of scribe, and attests the exist- 
ence of Mur:Aguvny in the original, the most 
ancient spelling of the name, and constantly 
found in Thucyd. and Herod., and in the most 
ancient coins, though afterwards altered and 
transposed, from careless pronunciation, into 
MiervaA. 

15. 32 is inserted between v7 & éxou., by 
Ln., fr. ABCE and 4 curss. [add Lam. 1182): 
but it doubtless arose from mere error of scribes, 
owing to & misconception of the topography. 

16. For ixpwe, Ln., Tis., & AL aa xexol- 
wet, fr. ABC!DE and 12 curss. (Lam. 1182), 
Vig. & al. verss.: and Al. thinks that the 
**t. rec. arose fr. an altern of the plupf. into the 
independent historic aor., owing to an eccle- 
siastl lectio beginning at this verse.” But that 
the reading of the lectionaries should have 
pushed out the true reading in all the copies 
exc. 18, is far less probable than that xexpixse 
thd have been an altern of critics who saw that 
a plupf. tense is required by the preceding con- 
text; though they were not aware of similar 
instances of the use of the impf. where strict 
propriety wd require that of the plupf., esp. in a 
narrative where a past occurrence is introduced 
out of the proper order of time (e. g. Lk. xix. 
15, Joh. iv. 1, xi. 30, Acts i. 2), which is the 
case here. The above view is, however, open 
to the objecn that Lk. is far more exact in the 
use of the tenses than the other evangelists; 
and hence this slip in Grecism was not likely to 
have been fallen into by him. Accordingly I 
am inclined to think that what he really wrote 
was «xixpixe, which is actually found in the 
most ancient of MSS. B, and it was the 
original reading of A, and then « was subjoined 
to s a@ 2da manu. The use of the perf. for 
the plupf. does occur in N, T, not unfrequently, 
e.g. Lk. i. 22, éréyuwoav S71 dxtaciay éwpa- 
xay, Joh. xx. 18, dwayy. rT. waOyr. Sri idpaxs 
a+ év Kiproy, and Sleewh. Gocaionally: also several 
times in the Sept. Hence we are, I think, war- 
ranted in reading xixpsxey yao according to the 
constant use of »y épeAxvor. in A & B, which 
might partly occasion the change to xexpixe:. The 
reading just after of e%» for qv, ed. by Ln., fr. 
ABCE and 10 curss. {add Lam. 1)82], was a 


193 


mers) gramm. correcn to the more class. opé. 
mood. 

19. daxpieyv is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCD and 10 curss., Vig., 8 .» and other 
verss.: and Al. regards it as an in ation, 
probably suggested by 2 Cor. ii. 4, and of cou 
intended to impart an tnfenstly of sense. But 
to suppose such a tampering to have come into 
all the copies exc. a little cluster of 14 in close 
connexn, is far less probable than that in those 
few it was removed by fastidious critics havin 
the versions in mind in which it was remove 
as overloading the wording. And this has hap- 

ned in the Mss. of the above class oft elsewh, 

Matt. ix. 14, Mk. xiv. 43, Lk. xxiii. 8, Joh. 
v. 3. They might also wish to make the ex- 
pression better match with the subsequent «al 
wetpacpuip, thus blending them with the followg 
context. Yet there need have been no stumbling 
at the awkward tournure of the sentence, if the 
mera had been repeated at kai éuxpiwy in the 
sense and amidst. 

21. rév before Oedv is cancd by Tis. & Al. 
(not Ln.), fr. BCE and 7 curss. [add Lam. 1185, 
Mus. 5115]: and Al. pronounces the dp in- 
serted by correcn for uniformity Sa vov Kupioy 
below). It may, but it is far less likely that 
such a correcn for uniformity (though that is 
not the case, since at Kup:o» the art. is called 
for by nuwy) should have got into all the copies 
exc. 12, than that in those few the roy should 
have been inadvertently passed over by scribes. 

The roy» after wloriv, cancd by Ln., fr. AC 
and 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Mus.-Cov. 4, 
omd by Mill), was removed fr, the same cause, 
the rap being absorbed in the ri» preceding. 

22. dedenevus éye is read by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABCE and 5 or 6 curss, [add Lam. 1182, 
Scr. k]: but it seems a mere crit. correcn of 
order; though it may be the genuine reading, 
esp. if it can be proved to be, as Al. avers, cha- 
ractertstic of Lk. 

23. I wd now insert, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
poe after diauaprt., fr. ABCDE and 30 curss. 
[add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 85, Scr. k, m, Mus, 
16184 & Cov. 2, omd by Mill], confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, inasmuch as it was more likely 
to be lost, by inadvertence of scribes, than in- 
serted, since it is implied in the context. Aéyaw 
ought not to have been ed. by Ln. & Tis. 2, esp. 
on incompetent evidence, since it bears the 
stamp of crit. correcn. Me is removed fr. after 
Seopa to after OAiecs by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCEH and above 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
84, Scr. k, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill]. It is 
prob, the genuine, as it is the more recondite 
order of the words. 

24, There is in this verse a = variety of 
reading, arising fr. the carelessness of the scribes, 
and the cacoethes emendandi of the critics. 
Tis. & Al. ed. dAX’ oddevds Adyou wotovmat 
rTiy Yuxiv cintay éuavre, from MSS. B, C 
D2, and the Syr., Sahid., #Eth., Arm., and 
Arab. versions. This reading Al. regards as 
“the one from which all the others have 
arisen;’’ and he remarks, that “‘in the first clause 
there is a combination of art oe ovdevde 
Aoyov wotovpat THy Wuyx. iv. and ov wo.oupas 
ats yuxiy tinlay émavTo, 4. d. I hold my 
life of no account;” and he adds that the sense 
of the whole verse is, ‘“‘ But I hold my life of 
no account, nor is it so precious to me as the 
finishing of my course.” That this is a suitable 
sense ] do not deny ; and were the authority for 
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the reading sufficiently strong, I should be in- 
duced to receive it. But the opposite evidence 
of all the copies but 3 (excl. of all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies) forbids any change of text. 
Nor can internal evidence, justly weighed, be 
said to call for it; for though the reading might 
be admitted, if it occurred in one of the Orations 
of Thucyd., yet this dense brevity is quite foreign 


to the style of St. Luke, and evidently arose su 


fr. the confused state of the text from a very 
early period, in examining which, with a view 
to fix a text, the critics thought that more words 
were used than necessary, and consequently that 
the sense might be, for convenience, better 
Wrapped up into a neat condensed form. So 
thought the critics who formed the above text: 
and 80, too, those who formed that adopted b 
Lo., fr. AD and 4 curss. (add Lam. 1182}, 
namely, dAX’ oddevds Adyow Exe, ovdE woov- 
mat thy Wuyhy tiulay ésavtw, which is, like 
the other, a mere crit] emendn, though one of a 
superior order. 

As respects the cancelling of the ) Gare pera 
Xapde by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. ABD and 5 
curss., one might suspect that it came fr. the 
same critics as those just adverted to, and was 
made for the same purpose. Yet I must own 
there is eome reason to think that an emendn 
of the opposite kind may have been here pro- 
pons by the ordinary revisers, who prob. 

rought in the ression to enhance the em- 

hasis of the words reAc:a@cai—é:dvoray, and 

ence I wd now place the words within brackets. 
One might be inclined to re row Ozou after 
BaciXziap, at v. 25, as likewise a supplementary 
addition {so Al. terms it), but the authority of 
ABC and 4 curas. [add Lam. 1184) is quite in- 
sufficient to justify cancelling, unless internal 
evidence were decidedly in favour of the removal, 
which is not the case, the expression being else- 
where unexampled. However, such a brief ex- 

ression may have been in use, at least by Paul 
lectin. 2 Tim. iv. 1), and if so, it must have 
been known to Lk., and hence may have been 
inserted in this A aa together with many other 
acknowledged Pauline expressions. Upon the 
whole, I would now bracket the words. 

28. I am still quite of the same opinion as to 
the true reading, here so disputed. 1 am now, 
indeed, enabled to add to the evidence for 
xupiov, 9 Lam. & Scr. MSS., but even could 
I have added more, it wd nought avail, internal 
evidence, as I have, with Al., shown, being such 
as decidedly turns the scale in favour of Qeov, 
inasmuch as it is more likely that the altern 
shd have been made to xupiou than to @e09, 
and far more likely that the shd have 
used @sov than xupfov. Ae to the var. lect. at 
the end of the verse, I am, on further considern, 
inclined to spe the reading rou alu. +. Idiou, 
on external authority not incompetent, confirmed 
by several ancient fathers, and by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as the t. rec. is evidently a 
correcn of critics, who not observing the em- 
- phasis, so suitable to the forcible language of the 
context, introduced a change of order, to im- 
re simplicity and neatness, suggested by kin- 

red passages, as Heb. ix. 12, xiii. 2, though 
the genuineness of the other reading is attested 
by its Pauline spirit. 

- yap & rou are cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & 
aes the former fr. ACD and 6 cures, the 
meng : ABCD and 12 curss. [add Lam. 1182]: 

pronounces the words interpolations, to 
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connect and strengthen the sentence. But that 
resta on mere surmise, unconfirmed by internal 
evidence weighed in a just balance, the words 
being, as I have said, removed, with an eye to 
the Vig. vers., by critics for correcn of style; 
and this judgment is ratified by the suffrage of 
Tis. 3, who remarks: ‘“‘ Offendit yap prece- 
dente ™pootx. ovy ac sequente é:d ypnyoo.,” 

bjoining : ‘‘ Ceterum confirmatur yap etiam 
inde quod’ rovro ab iisdem fere testibus omit- 
titur, idque minime alienam prodit manam.” 
Accordingly he has restored the words to the 
te 


xt. 

32. ddeA oi after wapari, bude is cancd by 
Lu., Tis., & Al. fr. ABD and 4 curss. [add 
Lam. 1190), with Vig., Syr., and other veres. : 
and slender as is the authority for its absence, it 
is confirmed by internal evidence, since it was 
more likely to be added than removed ; though 
it may have been omtitted by inadvertence of 


ascribes. The fact that adeXq@oi has crept into 
one copy, D, supr. v. 18 (and advocated there 


by some critics on the score of courtesy re- 
quiring, as here, ty—though grave sim- 
plicity may in either case dispense with it), and 
also perhaps at Eph. vi. 10, cannot but increase 
one’s icton (confirmed by another fact, the 
word being in a few copies otherwise placed) 
that the word is insititious. 

For éraxod., Ln. & Al. edit olxod., fr. 
ABCDE and 6 curss.: and Al. thinks that the 
éwe was added to render the word more strictly 
appropriate. But to employ the critic’s own 
remark on a similar sophism of Meyer, “ this is 
carrying subtilty too far,” esp. since it deprives 
us of one of those characteristic Pauline expres- 
sions, forcible as well as appropriate, of which 
this noble ch is In short, the true 
history of the alteration of the text is, that in 
some ancient arche of those 11 copies the ér 
was (as s0 oft elsewh. occurs in the case of pre- 
_ in composn) inadvertently paseed over 

y ecribes from being expressed in obscure 
abbrevn. 

As respects the readings buae & omiv, I can 
strengthen the authority of the former fr. Lam. 
1182, 83, Scr. o. As to the later, it does not 
need it, since the absence of ouiv is attested by 
only ABDE 25, Vig., Cop. verss., and o 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as it is not the 
manner of Paul, nor of Luke, to omit a preposn 
where it cannot be left implied without great 
harshness, The true history of the absence of 
Uuty is that its removal arose from a desire to 

romote compression, and was prob. suggested 

its absence in the Vlg. so suitably to the 

phot cat of the Lat. idiom. The bsae was prod. 
derived fr. the scholiasts. 

34. I now agree with Ln., Tis, & Al., in 
removing é2, on the very strongest authority, 
namely, all the uncials, and all the most ancient 
and weighty curss., excl. of Lam. 118], 82, 83, 
84, 85, Scr. f, g, h, 1,m, n, and all the Mus. 
copies collated by me. However, when I con- 
sider how unlikely it is that Lk. should com- 
mence vv. 34, 35, each of them deveditert, 
contrary to the character of the Pauline style, 
Tam led to suspect, that a particle, prob. ya, was 
once at v. 34, though afterwards lost, by being ab- 
sorbed in the subsequent y« [or as it sind in 
B, ya) of ywwox. Now ye is very oft used 
by Lk. and Paul, but occurs elsewh. in N. T. 
only 4 times in Matt.; though in nearly half of 
the passages where it occurs in Lk. and Paal 
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it has been removed by critica, or omitted by 
scribes in some copies more or less, and was 
mare to be lost here, where, however, it is very 
suitable, since thusa strong emphasis is imparted 
to busie avroi. When appended to a pronoun 
such as ai-roi here (and also in Aristoph, Plut. 
1169), it signifies at least, at axy rate. 

. I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., edit uwaA- 
Aoy di:4., fr. all the uncials, and very many curss., 
to wh. I can add Lam. 1183, 84, 85, 90, 91,95, 
96, and nearly all the Mus. copies, also the 
Compl. edn, confirmed by internal evidence, 
from its being the rarer construcn, and leas 
likely to be altered; not to say that the positn 
thus introduced has an intensive force. 

I could much strengthen the authority for the 
sing. Aoyov just before ; but no amount of ex- 
ternal evidence could avail, internal evidence 
being quite adverse, inasmuch as it is a fulse 
correcn, plainly shown to be such because only 
one saytag is cited. 

37. The positn «AavOu. iyév., adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE and 9 ancient curss. 
[add Lam. 1182, Scr. h, k], is perhaps the 
genuine reading, and the t. rec., as Al. avers, a 
correcn of order to bring xAavOyu. & wavTwy 
together as the more facile construcn : and this 
is confirmed by the reading of No. 137, & Lam. 
1184, éyév. d2 xX. ixav., another mode of effect- 
ing the same purpose. 


XXI. 3. For xariy@., xar%4r8., ed. by 
Lo., fr. ABE 13, 34, is not, as Al. supposes, an 
error of scribes, but an altern of critics derived 
perhaps fr. the schol. & the Vlg. vers., by wh. 
the sense is expressed, but by a sacrifice 
of the nautical technical term. 

As respecta the +6 wiotow nv, ed. by Ln., fr. 
ABCD and 2 curss. (add Lam. 1184), it is a 
mere correcn of order to bring the sv into closer 
connecn with its participle. 

4. For wai dvevp., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
dvevo., fr. ABCE and 16 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. m): and the «ai is by Al. pronounced 
a correcn of copula. But the d2 seems the real 
correcn (and that suggested by the Vig. render- 
ing autem), namely, fr. the simple copula (suffi- 
ciently suitable, and confirmed by both Syr. 
verss.) to the dé continuative, equiv. to where- 
ra as more significant ; though the other is 

e simpler and more suitable particle, esp. if 
the words ixsice—ycpoy be pointed of by — — 
as semi-parenthetic. My opinion as to the 

-genuineness of the rods, and the force of the 
art., has since, I find, been confirmed by the 
suffrage of Prof. Scholef. & Canon Tate, also by 
that of Ln., & Tis., and of Al. 3. 

For dvaBalvery, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. éa:- 
Balv., fr. ABC and 5 curss., Theoph., & Catena, 
—insufficient authority, and not compensated 
by internal evidence. Al., indeed, pronounces t. 
Tec. @ substitution of more usual word: but one 
is as usual as the other: though dvyaf. is by far 
the more suitable; esp. as said of passing to 
Jerusalem. In fact, éw:Baiv. is not susceptible 
of any sense admissible here: for to suppose it 
used in the same sense as supr. xx. 18, is an 
untenable positn, because there the sense is 
simply to set foot upon, e. g. to arrive at, which 
is quite unsuitable here. It is no wonder that 
in so few as 8 copies in the closest connexion, 
adw:B. shd have crept in fr. error of scribe, or 
altern of critics. . 

I wd now read ‘IepocoX., fr. ABDE and 
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many cures, [add Lam. ] £82], for reasons wh. see 
at note on Lk. xviii. 31, and the note of Tis. 
supr. xix. 21. 

5. It is probable that éZaprica: jas, found 
in ABE and 3 curss., is the genuine positn, and 
nu. éEapr. a mere correcn to remove a caco- 
phony; though it requires more authority to 
warrant its reception into the text. 

8. rou before dyroe, wh. I have brackd, is 
cancd by Lan., Tis., & Al., fr. all the uncials, 
and very many cures, {add all the Lam. exc, 
1182, nearly all the Scr., and all the Mus. copies 
collated by me). The tov, I doubt not, arose 
fr. the rov preceding, and was more likely to be 
brought tn, as called for by precision, than ex- 

mnuged. 

9°'Tn the four last words of this verse there 

are no less than 4 variations of order, of wh. 
Ln. prefers that in AB 13 [Lam. 1182, Ser. 
k, m), namely, @vy. race. wap0., but Tis. 2 
& Al. retain t. rec.; while Tis. 3 now edits 
wap0. Ouvy. reoo., fr. C 31, 180, Eus., & It. ©. 
But that 1s the least entitled to be adopted. As 
to the one received by Ln., it is, I apprehend, a 
mere altern of the order in the t. rec., which, 
from its being so strongly attested, as well as 
from its simplicity and ite characteristic tour- 
nure, has every appearance of being the genuine 
reading. 
10. nucw is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCH & 7 curss. [add Scr. kj. It may have 
been, as Al. eays, ‘‘added for precision,” prob. 
fr. the scholiasts. But it may have been omitted 
by inadvertence of scribes; and the idiom by 
wh. one of two genitives absol. is left to be sup- 
plied, though found in Thucyd. & Hdot., and 
other class. writers, is so rare in N. T., and the 
evidence so fluctuating, that it is doubtful 
whether it was ever used by the sacred writers. 

11. La., Tis., & Al. read éavrov, fr. ABCDE 
& very many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 
Scr. o]: but there is, as I have shown, no 
reason to disturb the érwue t. rec., which is that 
of both the Steph. & Elz. edd., also found in the 
Complut. edn, namely, airov, altered by critics 
to davrov, to make it more distinctly a 
that it was Agabus’s, not Paul’s, hand and feet 
that were bound; or the e might originate in 
the « preceding. As to the re, abs. fr. the above 
uncials and cures., and cancd by the same edi- 
tors, it seems closely connected with the reading 
éavrov; and I cannot but suspect that re, in 
that positn, slipped out of the text. Internal 
evidence is quite in its favour, since it was more 
likely to be omd than txserted ; and it is both 
suitable and characteristic of Lk.’s diction. On 
further consideration, I wd now read, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., rove wodas xai tas yxeipas, fr. 
BCDEGH & 30 cursas. jrenes Lam. 1181, 82, 
83, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, o]: and internal evi- 
dence confirms strong external, since it is the 
less likely to have been altered, because, as Tis. 
remarks, ‘ is dict solet manus et pedes, quam 
ped. et man.,” and accordingly at Joh. xi. 44, 
rods wddas kai Tas xetp. was altered by the 
ancient critics to rds yetpas cal t.wod. Tis. 3 
has now restored éy ‘Iep., for which he had ed. 
els ‘Iep., fr. D & 5 curss., Lam. 1182—evidently 
a crit. correcn sa by the occurrence of 
the idiom infr. v. 13. 

13. For 62, Tis. 2 & 3 reads re, fr. GH and, 
he says, above 35 curss. [add Lam. 1185, Mus. 
6115, 5588]; while Ln. & Al. adopt rore, fr. 
ABCE & 8 curss.: and Al. remarks that “ fr. 
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the various assignment of rére to v. 12 or to v. 
13, it came to be omd altogether”—a very spe- 
cious mode of accounting for its absence in all 
the copies but 12, but such as will not bear to 
be tested by fucts. The proof of this various 
assignment rests on only 3 copies, where from 
the confusion of the text and the carelessness of 
the ancient scribes, it was appended to the end 
of v.12. Besides, the critics might be dissatisfied 
with the simple copula re or 6, and may have 
altered it to rove, not aware that 62 is here not 
a simple copula, but has a continuative force, and 
may rendered whereupon, then, of wh. see 
many exx. in my Lex. N. T. As to the so- 
lemnity wh. Al. thinks is imparted to the answer 
by rors, it is purely imaginary, or at any rate 
only inherent in the subsequent address. The 
sense affixed to rore dwexpi0n cannot be ex- 
tracted fr. the words without putting them to 
the rack, as on so many other occasions, not 
bearing in mind the wise saying of Hooker, 
that ‘“expositors, by racking and stretching 
Scripture further than was by God intended, are 
drawn into sundry inconveniences, and difficul- 
ties inextricable.’ 

14. rou xup. rd O2X. is read by L., T., & A., 
fr. ABCE 13, 31, 180, Vlg. & Arm. verss.: and 
Al. pronounces t. rec. “‘an altern of the charac- 
teristic order” —as if that were likely to have 
happened in all the copies exc. 7. It 1s evident 
that the reading of those 7 was an arbitra 
correcn, prob. suggested by the Vig., where it is 
almost required by the Lat. idiom. I wd now 

“read ywio8w, fr. ABCDE & above 10 curss., 
excl. of Lam. 11831, 1191, Scr. f, g, m, 0, con- 
firmed by internal evidence. See note on Joh. 


xxi. 4, 

15. After all that has been said, or can be 
said, in defence of the t. rec. dwooxevdc., it 
will be difficult to prove that it is not a gloss, 
and that derived fr. the scholiasts, and éw:oxeu- 
do. the original and genuine reading, wh. ac- 
cordingly I wd now adopt, on the fully com- 
petent authority of ABEG and 40 curss., ex- 
clus. of Lam. 1183, 85, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, 
and all the Mus. copies collated by me. I wd 
now read, with Ln., Tis, & Al., ‘Ispoc., fr. 
ABCDE & some curss. [add Lam, 1182], con- 
firmed by internal evidence. 

17. For éééEavro, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
awedet., fr. ABCE & 15 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. k], which I am now induced to adopt, 
since internal evidence is in its favour, dwodey. 
being a word oft used by Lk., and by him only; 
the other sacred writers employing the simple 
verb déx., wh. is obtruded for daod. elsewhere 
at Lk. viii. 40, Acts ii. 41, et al. 

20. For tov xvptov, I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., ed. Ved», fr. ABCEG & 25 curse. [add Lam. 
1182, 83, 85, Scr. f, g, k, 0, Mus. 16184], 
strengthened by all the ancient verss., exc. Sah. 
& Ar., and confirmed, as I have shown at large, 
by internal evidence, the reading being prob. a 
mere correcn to polish the style. 

22, As ta the removal of the words 
adxoto.—irnyArvbas at the end of the verse by 
Tis. 2, it was quite indefensible, as he now sees; 
and he has restored them with the remark: 
* Causa addendi ab his testibus [BC & 5 curss.} 
omissa minime patet.” The words were doubt- 
less removed by the critics partly as being not 
ped clear in A jgmas and, as admitting of being 

peused with, were expunged in order - 
dense the wording. expunged in o to con 
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24. I wd now read, with Tis. 3, Evpticorrar, 
fr. BD°E & 3 cures. [add Lam. 1184, Ser. k, 1, 
o, Mus. 5115, 5588, 16184], and yvwcorra: 
(for yvweor), fr. ABCDE & many curses. [add 
Lam. 1182, 85], confirmed by internal evidence, 
the other readings being mere grammatl correcns 
to match @va. it is, however, possible that t. 
rec. Evpicwrra: may be genuine. The blend- 
ing of the two construcns does occur elsewh., at 
Rev. xxii. 14 and Eph. vi. 3; but it is very 
rare, and not very likely to have been used by Lk. 

uAaco. tov vou., od. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABCDE & 3 curss. {add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. 
m], was prob. an arbit alteratn of order sug- 
gested by Vig. and other verss. Td before 
alua is cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. ABCD 13, 180 
{add Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. 1): but AL. retains it 
rightly, since the authority for altering is insuf- 
ficient and not confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as it was more likely to be passed 
over by scribes than omd, where so n to 
be expressed, by Lk. That it shd have been, as 
Al. supposes, ‘ others in order to conform 
the exprn to supr. xv. 29,” is very improbable. 

27. ewiw. dw’ abrov ras pienss . by La., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDE & 15 cures. (add Lam. 
1182, 84, Ser. h, k, m), may be the uine 
posn ; but it is more proby a correcn of critics 
suggested by Vig. & Syr. verss. The same ma 
be said of wayrayy at v. 28, in ABCDE an 
several curss. {add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, Ser. o], 
adopted, but on unsatisfactory grounds, by Ln., 
Tis., & Al. 

31. For é, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ve, fr. 
ABE, but no cures.; though I can adduce 
Lam. 1182 and 1190; and internal evidence is 
in its favour, re for éé being characteristic of 
Luke's style, 

34. For é8dw», Ln., Tis., & Al. read cake 
vouy, fr. ABDE and 2 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
Scr. k]: and Al. terms éf. ‘“‘a correcn to sim- 

ler word:” but it is more probable that 
wedwy. was a correcn to stronger and more 
forcible term; and the existence of the reading 
doreB. here in several ancient copies, as also at 
Lk. ix. 38, Acts xxv. 29, confirms my suspicion. 
Besides, Lk. has elsewh. used Bway where éas- 
pevety might have been written, as Lk. xviii. 
38, Acts villi. 7, xvii. 6. 

36. For xpafov, I wd now read xpalorrec 
(with Ln., Tis., & Al.), fr. ABE and 15 cursa. 
{add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, Scr. k, 0); and internal 
evidence is quite in its favour, the other reading 
being prob. a mere gramml correcn, by the or- 
dinary revisers, suggested by Lk. xix. 36. 

37. ve after alwety is cancd by Gr. & Tis. 2 
and 3, fr. DGH and, Tis. says, 50 curses. [add 
Lam. 1185, Ser. f, g, bh, 1, Mus. 5115, 5588]: 
but it is retained by Ln. and by Al.; though in 
his note he inconsistently styles t. rec. as 
emendn ; whereas the removal of +r: may rather 
be such, from ita seeming to critics unnecessary, 
and its use unclassical, 


XXII. 1. I wd now edit »vsi, with Ln., Tis, 
& Al., fr. ABDEGH and not a few cures. [add 
Lam. 1181, 83, 84, 85, Scr. g, h,1, m, o}: and 
internal evidence confirms external, the form 
occurring elsewh. in/r. xxiv. 13, though there 
altered to vu», also at 1 Cor. xii. 18, Col. i. 26, 
Heb, xi. 16. 

2. For wrpoceduvat, Tis. & Al. (not Lay 
read phrase fr. DEH & 15 cures. [add 
Mus. 5112, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill]: and AL 


y 
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pronounces t. rec. “a correcn fr. pres. to impf. 
to suit the sense;”’ adding that the pres. is 
common in such a construcn; not, however, in 
Luke’s diction. Yet here it does not suit the 
context in dxovcavtes and wapicyoyv. Hence, 
I wd rather suppose that wpocgwvei was an 
error of scribes, who passed over the « from its 
being blended with the wpds expreased by ab- 
brevn: or it may have been a crit. correcn to 
suit the following @noiv. 

. For gwecov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éreca, 
fr. ABEH and, Tis. says, 30 curss. [add Steph. 
1, Lam. 1185, Scr. f, m, Mus. 5588]: and in- 
ternal evidence being in its favour, it is prob. 
the true reading. 

9. kai Euof. yév., cancd by La. & Tis. 2, 
fr. DEG & 7 curss., is now with reason restored 
by Tis. But there is not, as Meyer & Al. sup- 

e, ‘an omission fr. similarity of endings in 
iSeacavro—tyévovro,” but a removal of words 
by fastidious critics, to whom they seemed, as 
Tis. now sees, molesta, as being injurious to the 
construcn; though the inconvenience may be 
lessened by supposing the words semi_parenthetic 
and pointing them off, as Ceph. Wolf & R. 

Steph. long ago did, and recently Vater. Be- 

sides, the words are required by the context, 

and, as Tis. remarks, ‘“‘ commendantur etiam ¢o 
quod gupof. yivac8., preter Apoc, xi. 13, apud 
solum Lucam legitur, Lk. xxiv. 5 & 37, Act. 

x. 4 & 24 seq.” 

12. For eboeBys, Ln., Tis., & Al. read edAa- 

Ayes, fr. GH &, Tis. says, above 35 curss. [add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, Scr. h, k, 1, 0, Mus. 
5115, 5588, 16184), Chrys., Theoph., & Caten. 
—rightly, since evo. prob. arose fr. the scho- 
liasts or glossographers; whereas evAaf. is a 
word almost confined to Lk. in the sense God- 
Searing, a8 in the Sept., Mic. vii. 2. The omis- 
sion of either word in A (injudiciously adopted 
in Tis. 2) did not arise, as Al. supposes, because 
the sentence is complete without an epithet, but 
because the variation of reading occasioned, as 
oft, omission. 

13. wpds gud, found here & supr.v. 8in A 
& B (only), and in both cases ed. by Ln., merits 
attention, but not adoption, It recurs at v. 21, 
xxiii. 22. It is confined to AB oft and C once, 
and may have been a provincial idiom or collo- 
quialism, known to, and hence brought in by, the 
most ancient scribes. 

17. The reading wpocevyouévw—por in E & 

7 or 8 curss. arose fr. crit. correen to prevent the 
blending of two constrns in the same clause (see 
note) ; those who introduced it not being aware 
that such an idiom is by no means rare in the 
best class. writers, esp. Hdot., bag a & Soph. 
Suffice it to instance Thucyd. iv. 10, 6, nevov- 
Twv hhwv,—iroxwpicact é (acil. nutv), where 
see my note. 

18. t+hv ought not to have been cancd by Ln., 
fr. AB and 3 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Mus.-Cov. 
4, omd by Mill], internal evidence being ad- 
verse. It was expunged not merely as thought 
unnecessary, but in order to remove a cacophony ; 
though the transposn of cov after naptup. wd 
have been preferable. 

20. For excite. Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
&LeKvwvero, fr. ABE & 7 curss., regarding t. 
rec. a8 & correcn to more usual form. Comp. 
Lk. xi. 50, xxii. 20. It prob. is so; and that 
view is confirmed by the reading é£éxuro (wh. 
I find in Mus.-Cov. 2, though over by 
Mil)), another, but neater, crit. correcn founded 


197 


on the puree class, . Bee Aristoph. Batr. 
242, & Posidon. ap. Athen. p. 212 c. The t. rec. 
prob. came fr. revisers who had in mind Matt. 


ix. 17, o olvoe éxyetras sine v. L  ’Exyivw 
and éxxvveoGar are never used by any class. 


writer exc. Lucian, Pseudol. § 29, and there 
only in making exception to the word as one of 
bad stamp and to be avoided ; though iyyuvd- 
ftevoy has escaped even that exceptor once, 
namely, pro Imag. s. f., wh. oft occurs in Hero, 
Spirit. p. 169, 177, 204, bis. “Yaroovy ydvouey 
is, indeed, adduced fr. Joseph. Ant. xvid. 4, by 
Dindorf on St. Thes. in éyyvvw; but he has 
himself edited rightly cvyxsyupuévoy fr. the two 
best MSS. Now when we consider that Hero 
was an Alexandrian, and that this form occurs 
in Matt. xxiii. 85, xxvi. 28, Mk. xiv. 24, Lk. 
xi. 50, xxii. 20, in the above most ancient 
copies, we can hardly fail to see that the form 
was of Alexandrian and Syro-Palestinian Greek. 
After cuveuvdox. the words TH dvatpioes avtrou 
are omitted in ABDE, also in the Vlg., Sah., & 
A&th., and are cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis, & 
Al. They may have been, as Al. says, inter- 
polated from Acts viii. 1; but it is strange that 
that shd have happened in all the copies but 4: 
they are at least in all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies, and are confirmed by the Pesch. Syr. 
vers., and by internal evidence, for I cannot but 
suspect that the words were cancd by critics, who 
scrupled at the propriety of the verb cuveudox. 
followed by a dative of thing, for the words 
must be meant for both participles; and if they be 
sa ed there will arise a very harsh brevity. 

; For xaOjxov, Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., 
& Al. read xa€jxev, fr. ABCDEGH & ve 
many curss. aad Lam. 1183, 84, Ser. f, g, k, 1, 
m, 0, Mus. 5115, 16184 et al.], Hipp., Ath. & 
Catena: and in deference to the united judg- 
ment of editors, I adopted it, whether rightly I 
now see cause to doubt. Even Matth., who re- 
ceives xa0jxev, frankly avows, “ nescio quo tn- 
clinem :” and he only admits xa0jxev as being 
the harsher reading: but the question is whether 
it be a real reading at all, or only a mere error 
of scribes. Al, pronounces t. rec. an altern fr. 
the meaning of the impf. being not apprehended : 
but I cannot find a single ex. of this use of the 
impf., but only of the present xaOyjxet, which 
occurs occasionally in the class. writers, as Lys. 
& Synes., also several times in the Sept. It is 
true that xa07«e occurs in a few MSS. and edd. 
at Sirach x. 23; but the Vat. B and the other 
ancient MSS. have «a@sjxs:, wh. is here found 
in several ancient curss. [add Lam. 1181, 82, 
Mus. 5588]: and from its frequent use in the 
Sept., it is prob. the true reading. The t. rec. 
xabjKov, scil. gore, was a correction to easier 
reading, prob. derived from marginal scholia. 

23. Pe é2, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. re, fr. ABC 
(alone) : and Al. pronounces t. rec. an altern of 
the re characteristic of Lk. But that this shd 
get into almost all the copies is far less probable 
than that ve shd be an error of scribea for é2, 
wh. oft occurs in this book. The characteristic 
ve wd here be out of place, since «ai follows, 
which wd claim to be connected with re. 

24. The order 6 yiA. tloay. air., adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC & 10 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. k], is very ancient and prob. genuine. 
But it may have been adopted fr. the Vlg. and 
Syr. verss. As respects elodysoOar, for t. rec. 
ay., the els may have been absorbed in os pre- 
ceding, or have been introduced by critics as 
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more significant. However, since elodyary is 
very oft used by Lk., and occurs without fluc- 
tuation of reading, so it may prob. have been 
used by him here. 

25. Tan still of opinion that wpoéreivey is, 
as I have at large evinced, from internal evi- 
dence and the force of the context, the true 
reading, though resting on the somewhat slender 
evidence of BC! & 20 curss., to wh., however, I 
can add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, Scr. f (2), g, h, 
Mus.-Cov. 2 & 4, omd by Mill. <A plural torm 
is, as I have shown, called for by the context 
and the circumstances of the case; though the 
scribes might inadvertently employ the singular 


—ay, a8 supposing the subject to be o x:Aiapy., 
the only person capreesed: though a plural su 
ject is, as I have evinced, tmplted. 


The words o IlavAos are cancd by Tis. 2 and 
Al., fr. D and the later Syr. vers.: and Al. re- 
marks that, slight [rather, next to nothing] as 
is the authority, the insertion was so probable, 
and the omission so unaccountable, that he must 
agree with Tis. in rejecting the words. Yet Tis. 
has now on second, and indeed wiser, thoughts 
deserted his maccena nee Uy restoring the words 
to his text. So experienced a collator as he is 
must well know that the omission of an expres- 
sion in one copy is so far from being unaccount- 
able, that it is of very frequent occurrence, esp. 
in certain copies. 

26. For exatovrapyxos, Ln. & Tis. read 
—yvs, fr. ABC alone; but Al. retains —os, 
rightly, since one can hardly imagine that Lk. 
wd use two different forms: though either was 
in use, and both ueed by him. “Opa before vi 
méAAzcs is cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
fr. ABCE & 10 curss.: and though exte 
evidence is but slender, trternal compensates 
for it, since the word was very likely to be tn- 
terpo , prob. fr. mang. scholia, not so much, 
however, to give ston, as Al. says, as to im- 
part spirit to the injunction, q. d. ‘“‘ Mind what 
you are about.” But the ¢ lon (con- 
firmed by the Syriac & Vlg. verss.) has even 
more force, being eapostulatory. On the same 
ground I have brackd also the ei before od at 
next verse, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. ABC 
DEH and very many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, 
Scr. f, mm]: and internal evidence confirms exter- 
nal, since the e: was prob. brought in by way of 
sg bri more distinctness to the interrogation. 

. Since deton wd here be out of place, 
it is probable that Luke used some particle, and 
the most ancient evidence, BCE et al.{add Lam. 
1182, 83, 84, Scr. k), attests é2 (wh. is more 
suitable than the copula re), the sense being 
w 

30. For wapa, bw, ed. by Ln., fr. ABCE & 
25 curas. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, Ser. f, h, k, o 
Mus. 16184), is a mere correcn to more usual 
prepoa as Al. supposes. But I know no other 

nstance of ud having displaced wapda, and I 
ei that dood had place in some ancient 
archetype, and was in some copies altered to 
vwo. the other hand, rapa is too recondite 
an idiom to have come fr. scholiasts; whereas 
it is elsewhere oft altered to the plainer dard. 
So Mk. xiv. 43, Lk. xii. 48, Joh. xvi. 28, Acts 
xxvi. 22, 1 Joh. iii. 22, v. 15. 

"Awd tev decuwv, wh. I have brackd, are 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE & several 
eurss, [add Lam. 1182|. The words may be— 
Al. thinks they were—a supplementary gloss : 
but they may rather have been removed in order 
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to polish the style. The former is the more 
likely, and it is confirmed by xxiv. 26, des 
Avoy (al. iva dwoXttoyn) avrov—unless indeed 
that, too, be a marginal loss; which, however, 
is less certain there than here. 


XXIII. 6. For Sapicaiov, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read ®apioaiwy, fr. ABC & 7 curss., Vig. & 
Syr., & Caten.: and Al. pronounces t. rec. a 
correcn, the relation being conceived to be that 
of a son to his father only: but that rests purely 
on baseless surmise, since the fewness of the 
copies discountenances the notion: and as to 
verss., the evidence of Vig. is light compared to 
that of the Pesch. Syr., oh has the singul., and 
not, as Gr., Sch., Tis., and, after them, Al., 
allege, the plur.; for though the printed text 
has the plur., yet, as Wets. testifies, the M7SS. 
have the singular. 

8. For und, Lo. & Al. edit ure, fr. ABCE 
& 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, 96, Ser. h, k, 
1}: and Al. thinks t. rec. ~néi a correcn to suit 
&uporepa; and he endeavours to show ey, 
but unsuccessfully, for it is not to be su 
that the critic wd chop pears? as well as logs 
like our German and Philo-German codol. 

9. For ol ypaum., Tis. reads ypaum., fr. GH 
& 25 curss. [add Lam. 1183, 96, Mus. 5588): 
while Ln. reads ypazparicoy tivic, fr. AE 
13, 15, 25 [add Lam. 1182, 84]. The text eeems 
to have got into such strange confasion, that it 
is only by the judicious application of internal 
evidence that the true text can be ascertained. 
In doing this Al. goes on the ition, that 
t. rec., which he retains, is the original and 
pow reading; while Tis. performs the same 

ind office for his own pet reading. lam in- 
clined to adopt the ing of Tis., and at any 
rate I wd bra the dé: ; and internal evidence 
is rather in favour of the absence than the pre- 
sence of ol, which was likely to have come in by 
inadvertence of scribes, since it is more usually 
found with ypayuarete than that, as Al. thinks, 
the oi was originally there, and was then exp 
by critics, with the view of removing the idea, 
considered improbable, that all the ypeuy. ree 
pépous T. Papo. were concerned. It shd seem 
most probable that yoauu. without the of was 
stumbled at hy critics, who desiderated, as Tis. 
says, aliquid explicatius : but sought to effect that 
ded eas in three different ways, including that of 
prefixing oi, wh. was, on the whole, the prefer- 
able mode, were any altern necessary, which is 
not the case. The words wi Gsopay., which I 
have brackd, are cancd by Gr., Sch., ile & Tis., 
fr. ABC'E & 3 curss. [add Scr. p], Vig., er 
Syr., ‘Eth., & Arm. veres., and several Gr. 
fathers: and internal evidence is against them 
from their being prob. a supplement to Gill up 
what seemed wanting; though the aposiopess 


renders no filling up n ‘ 
10. orae. yey., ed. by La., fr. AC only, was 
& mere correcn of order, suggested by the Vlg. 
& Sah. veres.: and poSnGele, for sbAaB., ed. by 
Ln., fr. ABCE & 14 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, 
90, 96, Scr. p], with Chrys. & Theoph., was 
doubtless a mere crit. correcn to more usual and 
urer Greek term. "Awaysty for dyew, ed. by 
n., fr. AE [Lam. 1190, 96), was a meve cor- 
rection for ee gr derived fr. schol, o¢ 
suggested by the Vig. & later Syr. verea. Iln- 
ternal evidence is quite in favour of d-yacp as 
being the simpler term, and yet competent, for 
the occasion. Were there greater authority fer 
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dyaystv, found in one of the most ancient 
curss., it wd be worthy of attention, since Lk. 
oft uses the reduplicative form of the verb 
(though generally removed by some revisers), as 
supr. xvil. 5, ayayety ele djpov. 

1l. WlavAz, cancd by Tis. & Al, fr. ABCIE 
& 9 curss. {add Lam. 1182), may be a mere sup- 
plementary insertn : and since internal evidence 
1s against the word, I have brackd it. 

12. For reves trav ‘Loud. tape C La., 
Tis., & Al. read overp. ol "Iovud., fr. ABCE & 
15 curses. {add Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. p): but in- 
ternal evidence is unfavuurable, since it is very 
unlikely that t. rec. was, as Al. avers, a correcn 
to suit v. 13, for where is the point that should 
require adaptation? As to Alford’s mode of 
accounting for the t. rec., namely, that the copy- 
ists (rather the revisers of text) thought it un- 
likely that all the Jews should have been en- 
pred in the plot, and so altered of ‘Iovdaios to 
viet Tey ‘Tovduley, and then transposed for eu- 
sibel ema rests on mere surmise, as in the 
exactly similar case sepr. v. 9, where see note. 
In short, the genuineness of t. rec. is sustained 
by very strong external evidence, strengthened 
by the Pes. Syr. & Vig. verss., and confirmed by 
internal evidence, that uineness being at- 
tested by its harsh Hellenistic character, peculiar 
to the evangelists; whereas the other reading 
has every appearance of being, as in the similar 
case supr. v. 9, a correcn of Rissa critics, whose 
purpose was to polish the style by compression, 
so as to make it run more smoothly. 

13. For wewoinxdres, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
wo.noduevo, fr. ABCE & 12 curas. [add Lam. 

, Scr. p]: and internal evidence is not in 
favour of the change, since to suppoee, with Al., 
that t. rec. was a correcn to connect wer. oay 
as a plupf. is far more prob. than that the other was 
a correcn of critics, who, stumbling at the plu- 
perf. tense, altered it, some to wo:noduevor, 
others to rosjcayres. 

15. adpsow is caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
GH & many curses. (add Lam. 1182, Scr. pj, 
confirmed by several verss.; and internal evi- 
dence is unfavourable, it being prob. a mere in- 
terpolation fr. v. 20. Just after, xaruya 
ab’roy als, for air. xatray. rpds, is in ABC 
al. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. g, h, k, m, p, Mus. 
6115]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. “‘ a correcn to 
more usual posn.” That may be true of the 
change of order, but not of rpde, wh. is not the 
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fr. AE & 4 cures. [add Lam. 1181, 82, Scr. g, 
p]; but Tis. had better have retained vsaviay, 
with Al. and myeelf, since internal evidence is 
in its favour, from its being a word oft used by 
Lk. : but vsavion. only twice, supr. v. 10, where 
it may be a technical term (as at Mk. xiv. 51, 
where see my note), aleo at Luke vii. 14. It 
is true that veaviow. occurs infr. v. 22, and 
more strongly attested by ABE & 4 curss. (add 
Lam. 1182, but not Scr. p): but the difference 
is not sufficiently material to affect the ques- 
tion at issue. 

20. For péAXovrss, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
médAXow, fr. ABE & 6 curss. [add Lam. 1183, 
Ser. 0, p]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. a correcn 
to suit v. 15. But one can hardly think that 
such an accommodation wd have been employed, 
and have got into all the copies exc. a dozen. 
Besides, how are we to account for the other 
varr, lectt.? One might suppose that uéAA coy, or 
médXoy, a8 found in some copies, was an un- 


finished reading (such as are oft to be met with), 


arising fr. the perplexity of scribes, who knew 
not which to adopt among several, owing to the 
text having got into great confusion. I suspect, 
howr, that the true reading is ué\Aovra, found in 
GH & 18 copies [including Lem. 1182, Mus. 5115, 
16184], and Theophyl.—a harsh construcn, but 
not more #0 than many others in N. T., e.g. 
infr. v. 22, where there is a blending of two 
constructions, the direct and the indirect, s0 as 
to im somewhat of the graphic—an idiom 
occurring not unfrequently in Hdot., and some- 
times in Thucyd. and Soph. If this be thought 
inadmissible, I wd read usAXovrey, acil. abrav, 
meaning the Jews in question, found in nearly 
as many copies as wéAAwy, without being ex- 
posed to the formidable objecn brought by Matt. 
against «éAAwy. Matthei is himself not indis- 
posed to read wsAAcyrwy, and he remarks very 
truly: “Sepe in aliis scriptoribus animadverti 
omissum in Genitivis absolutis pronomen turbas 
dedisse, hominibusque levibus igends pre- 
buisse occasionem.” 

23. eer ought not to have been 
adopted by Ln., fr. only A and the hearsay of 
another, fished up by Erasmus, though it is con- 
firmed by the Pes. Syr. vers.: but na om 
is placed beyond doubt by its use in Theoph. 
Sim. Hist. iv. 1, Constant. Them. i. 1, roFo@o- 
pous Tprax. xal defcoddBous ixatov. It is well 


rendered in the Vig., Sah., & Aith. vers. dan- 


more usual, but by far the ess usual word, ele ceartus. 


being used every where else, as the critics were 
aware who altered wode to els. But apds, 
however rare, as said of 3, yet occurs at 
Matt. xxvi. 51, Mk. ix. if. 19, Lk. xii. §8, and 
“pi infr. v.24; though t sensu preg. See note 


ere. 
16. I have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., ed. ivedpov, 
fr. BGH and, Tis. says, above 30 curss. [add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 85, Scr. f, g, h, 1, m, 0, Mus. 
5115, 5588, 16184], coufirined by internal evi- 
dence, from its being the rarer term; though 
Lk. may have written ri ivédpay, since he did 
so infr. xxv. 3, where it is in all the copies exc. 
137, which has +d ivedpov, but not here. It 
‘was indeed more likely that Lk. shd use +d 
gvedpoy, since it is an expressn peculiar to Alexn 
Gr., oft occurring in the Sept. and the spoctyee. 
writers, but never in any pure Gr. writer. In- 
ternal evidence is so much in its favour, that it 

is prob. the genuine reading at xxv. 3. 
8. For veaviav, La. & Tis. 3 read veavioxop, 


27. &Ee:Aduny, ed. by Lu., Tis, & Al., fr. 
ABE & 4 curss. {add Scr. p], is confirmed by 
internal evidence in the rarity of the form, prob. 
of provincial (Syrian) Greek. 

For yvwvat, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éme- 
vovat, fr. AB and several curss. [add Lam. 
181, 84, Scr. p]: and internal evidence being 

in its favour, as too elegant a term to have come 
fr. scholiasts or revisers, I wd now adopt it. 

30. wéAAew is cancd by Ln., fr. ABE & 7 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. p]: but wrongly, 
since the word was prob. removed by critics as 
superfluous with an infin, fut. But see supr. xi. 
28, xxiv. 5, xxvii. 10. The words txd rap 
*"Tovdalwy are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. B& 4 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. p}; and though 
external authority is insufficient, it is compen- 
sated by internal evidence. "Efpwao is cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB & several curss.: and 
though the authority is so slender, yet it is con- 
firmed by the other reading ippwoG@e, so that 
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I wd now bracket the word, not expunge it, for 
reasons wh. I have already given. 

32. For wopevec@ar, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. ed. 
éwépysoOa, fr. ABE & 8 curss. [add Lam. 
1181, Ser. pl: and Al. pronounces t. rec. “a 
correcn for less usual expressn.” But that is an 
unsatisfactory reason, as Tis. now sees, who 
restored wopeverOa:, wh. is more suitable to 
’ the script. style. On the other hand, 6 aysuwe 
a&mwépy. is a manifest crit. correcn by subeti- 
tuting a better Gr. term, and a more spirited 
expression, for the somewhat homely wop., the 
critics not being aware that if even the sig- 
nification rt were necessary, mop. in the 
Hellenistic Greek oft Aas that sense, as at Lk. 
ix. 12, where for dwe\8. we have wropevOivres 
in ABCDL & 10 curss. [add Scr. L, H, z), and 
which is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., who ought here 
to have called to mind their decision there. 

34. 6 tryeney are cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABE & several curss. (add Scr. p}: and Al. 
pronounces the two words a supplementary coz 
recn. They may be such, and have come fr. 
the scholiasts; hence I wd now bracket them. 
For éxéXevoé re, Ln., Tis., & Al. read «eAcv- 
cas, fr. ABE & 4 curss. (add Lam. 1184, Ser. 
k, pl. Al. pronounces t. rec, “an emendn of 
style.” But I will not believe that Lk. could 
indite such slipshod Greek as that: but I sus- 

t that under the reading of those few curss. 
1s concealed some other ing, lost by the care- 
lessness of scribes, but which will, I doubt not, 
turn out to be by the careful inquisition of colla- 
tors, xdxéAevosy. The xai was lost by a very 
obvious cause, and then the verb wd easily pass 
into a particip., esp. since the termins for —ey 
and —as are very similar. Com the state 
of the evidence at Matt. xiv. 19, wh. 
presents a case altogether similar to ‘ke pre- 
sent. 


XXIV. 1. The reading rpecf. rivwy, adopted 
by La., fr. ABE & 14 cures, [add Lam. 1184, 
Scr. k, m, p], is 2 manifest altern of critics to 
remove a difficulty, but one merely lees 
since the general expression does not necessarily 
imply that all the Sanhedrim went down, but 
such a number only as might be sufficient to de- 
spatch the business in question. 

3. For xarop@., Ln. reads d:0p8., fr. ABE & 
10 curas. [add Scr. p}, Caten. & Chrys. But it is 
& mere crit. corrn to purer Gr. word (the Atti- 
cists condemning xarop8. as ad0xtpov), though 
used by Plut., Strabo, & Polyb., all of them 
writers not dissimilar in character of style to 
Lk: but this is bringing in a word wholly un- 
suitable to the context, whereas that xaroo@. 
is quite appro riate, I have shown at large 
That Al. shd under an uncertainty as to 
which term is the more suitable, I marvel, since 
I cannot imagine that even the flattering orator 
wd so shamelessly violate truth by ascribing re- 
formation or even amelioration to Felix, for 
we have full reason to know, fr. the accounts 
contained in the 20th book of Jos. Antiq., that 
Judwza had never before been in so wretched a 
State as it was under the procuratorship of 
Felix, whose government was a tissue of a ha 
tice, tyranny, and cruelty even to murder: 
whereas xardpOwna was a very convenient term, 
since it only designated such measures of go- 
vernment as might mote national pros- 
perily, the reality of which was of course a mere 
matter of opinion. <A similar instance of latent 
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adulation occurs in a coin struck off at Cmsares 
in Cappadocia to the honour of a base Roman 
emperor, where the inscription on the coin, now 
extant, is: Kouddou BaciAsvorros, 6 Koopot 
evrvyei (‘is in prosperity’). 

. For ordew, Ln. edits erdces, fr. ABE 
& 11 curas. [add Scr. p}: which I agree with 
Al. is a correction adopted as better suiting the 
next words rao1v—olxoupévny, but unnecessary, 
since the sing. ordove in the sense ##- 
surrection, popular tumult, is equiv. to the plue., 
which though it oft occurs in class. writers, yet 
never in N. T. nor in the Sept. 

6. As respects the words fr. ixparije. to py. 
éwl oi, which are abs. in ABGH [add Lam. 1185, 
Scr. p, & Mus. 5115), and brackd by Al., lamstill 
persuaded of their genuineness, since for the absence 
of them Matt. has propounded two reasons, such 
as carry weight enough to enable us to pronounce 
that the removal of the portion is xot, what AL 
affirms, unaccountable. In short, the cancelling 
of the words involves, as I have shown at large 
by reference to a strong ground of objection by 
Vettes greater difficulties than the retatuing of 
them. 

12. For éwtotor., Ln. edits tr:er., fr. ABE 
and 7 curss. {add Scr. p]: which is not, as Al. 
avers, a correcn to a simpler word, since it has 
only the simplicity of non-sense. The reading 
in question arose fr. error of scribes, who mis- 
took éw:o. written by abbrevn. Thus Bast. 
on Greg. de Dial. Schaef., p. 733, remarks : 
““@ conjunctum cum @ interdum neglexerant 
scribe.” 

14. Iam, on further consideration, still less 
disposed to adopt the text of Tis. & Al. in this 
verse, apr , from its seeming Seapeciy: spe- 
cious, as affording a means of accounting for the 
other readings in the MSS., all of which Al. 
pronounces “ corrections to ease the constructn.” 
And he then proceeds to show hoto they arvee. 
But the whole of course rests on mere surmise. 
Hence I prefer to retain the év before wpopir., 
found in the Elz., in opposition to the Ste- 
phanic text, which was likely to be extensively 
removed, from the irregularity of constructn, 
which its removal seemed to set right. Al., in- 
deed, affirms that it was ‘‘ brought in to ease the 
construcn.” But that is only one of the many 
nopolneres broached by him and his German 
colleagues to ease themselves of the trouble of 
that more extended investigation wh. wd go far 
to preclude such empty speculations. Accord- 
ingly I still continue to retain, with Ln., the 
z, text, rote kara Tdv yopoy xal dv tpogde- 
rac ‘yeyp., of which the very simplicity and 
scriptural character attest its genuineness, The 
only serious objectn to its adoption is found in 
the absence of ¢y in 80 many copies [add Lam. 
1182, 85, Scr. f, gh 1, Mus. 5115, 55, 88, & 
Cov. 3, omd by Mill]: but Lk. may have 
written «dv. 


18. iy als for ols, ed. by Sch. & Ln., fr. 
ABCE and 12 curss. [add Lam. 1182!, 84, Ser. 
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o, p, Mus. 16184], is a manifest correcn to suit 
wTpoapopas. 

19. For det, Ln., Tis., & Al. read gee, fr. 
ACE and prob. some cures. But the reports 
of the readings in Griesb. & Sch. are in great 
confusion ; moreover some entered down for ds7 
were prob. meant for dae ;_ which at least occurs 
in all the Lam. MSS. exc. 1183 & Ser. p. 

I am now disposed to receive woos éué, fr. 
ABDE 13, Scr. p, on the score of strong ancient 
oe ty, and not resting, as oft elsewh., merely 
on B. 

20. I am now disposed to remove, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., the i before vé, fr. almost all the 
uncials. and prob., as will appear when the work 
of collation shall be complete, the great body 
of the cures. I can attest its absence in Lam. 
1181, 82, 84, Scr. f, g, h, 1, m, 0, p, and nearly 
all the Mus. copies. 

21. On further consideration, I wd adopt, 
with Tis. & Al., éxéxpaga, fr. AB (teste Mato) 
C and 20 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, Scr. m, 
0, p}, confirmed by internal evidence, fr. the ex- 
treme rarity of the form, of wh. I can find no 
other example. Hence it seems to have been 
one of Syrian Gr., in fact, a provincialism. 

For t¢’ I still read é@’, fr. ABC and 5 curss., 
excl. of Lam. 1181, 85, Ser. m, p, Mus.-Cov. 4 
(omd by Mill), confirmed by Pesch. Syr. vers., 
and also by internal evidence, inasmuch as iq)’ is 
no other than acorrecn to more usual preposition. 
This sense of é¢’ is indeed rare, but occurs in 
Matt. xxviii. 14, Mk. xiii. 9, supr. xxiii. 3, iwi 
cou, also supr. v. 19, iwi cov, and xxv. 9, xpi- 
veoWee iw’ éuov, 1 Cor, vi. 1, 6, 1 Tim. vi. 13, 
not howr in class. writers of person, but only of 

ce; and since the el beg in question is 
confirmed by Lk. & Paul, it seems to have been 
an idiom of Syro-Cilician Greek. 

22. axotcas 82 ravra, wh. I have brackd. is 
caned by Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr ABCEH 
14, 40, 68, 105, 137, 142, Barb. 2, Matt. 2 [add 
Lam. 1184, Scr. p, & Pesch. Syr. vers., & Vig.] : 
and internal evidence is in favour of the re- 
moval, since it is evidently a supplemy additn, 
prob. derived fr. the later verss. For elwayp, 
elwas is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC, Ser. 
p, confirmed by internal evidence as existing in 
the Alexandrian character of the form. 

23. Te after deavat. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCE 13, 36, 40, 66, 68, 99, 100, 
137 [add Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. 0, p}, besides the 
Vig., Cop., & later Syr. verss. : but in this con- 
strucn the copula is indispensable, since d:ara€. 
cannot be in apposition with elwady, so that 
both shd belong to dveBadéirw. Such a halt- 
ing construcn can hardly be found even in 
the 8h book of Thucyd., however it might 
come fr. the Hellenistic Greek of Luke. The 
+ might very well, from inadvertence, be lost, 
the abbrevn for this particle being absorbed in 
the rw following. It is in vain that Ln., Tis., 
& Al. seek to remove the gnomaly of dropping 
the copula by pointing tude, dkatrak. It only 
removes it-to the eye. I do not disapprove of 
that punctuation, which is found in the Compl. 
ed., as also in the Vig., Cod. Amiat., & De 
Lyra; but that does not render the copula less 
necessary. _ 

Tov Taddov is altered to avvroy Lie Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCE and 10 curses. [add Lam. 1184, 
Ser. k, pj, with Vig., Cop., & lat. Syr. & Arm. 
verss. Bat the Pes. Syr. vers., which recog- 

nizes +. IT., far outweighs those: and internal 
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evidence is in favour of t. rec., whose very sim- 
plicity of character attests its genuineness; the 
other was prob. a correcn of style for compres- 
sion. Asto the expungement of the words 4} 
wpoctpxysc@a: by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE 
and 5 curss. [to which I can only add Ser. p}, 
that comes under the same category as the re- 
moval of dxvte. dt +. supr. v. 22, since the 
words were more likely to be removed by fasti- 
dious critics as unnecessary and overloading the 
wording, than txtroduced for no urgent reason. 
Besides, the words are strongly confirmed by a 
kindred pa supr. x. 28, a€éuirov—' lov- 
Cuiw KoAdacbar fh wpocipysabat d\dOpida, 
where the words are absent in one curs. (Lect. 
12), and prob. others, also in the Pesch, Syr. 
vers. I suspect that in both passages some shal- 
low critica stumbled at the weaker term coming 
after the stronger; which induced them either 
to remove the weaker, or place it before the 
stronger, 28 I doubt not will be found in a few 
copies, certainly in the ith. and some other 
verses 


24. The change of order to riv. hugp., adopted 
by Ln., fr. AE [37 (add Lam. 1184], was a mere 
arbitrary altern of order suggested by the Vig. 
& Syr. verses. Tis. remarks that there is no fluc- 
tuation of reading eleewh., and hence “‘ prestat 
quod testatius est :"°—a sound canon of criticism 
which it were to be wished that he and his 
editorial colleagues had more freq. acted on. 
Abrow after yuy. is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
CGH &, Tis. says, 40 curss. [add Lam. 118}, 
82, 83, 84, Scr. f, g, h, 1, 0, Mus. 5588]: but 
interna] evidence is against the removal, the 
pronoun being, as so oft elsewh., stwmlled at by 
critics, or altered to some better Greek word, as 
here to idia found in BC? and 20 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 83, Scr. k, m, oj, and adopted 
by Lu. 

25. goeoGar is cancd by Sch., Ln., Tis. 1, & 
Al., fr. ABCE and 12 curss., to wh. I can only 
add Scr. p: and internal evidence does not 
compensate for the deficy of external, since the 
word was less likely to be (as Al. thinks) i- 
serted fr. supr. v.15, than to have been remored, 
as oft. See . xi. 28 & xxiii. 30, where see 
note. Tis. sees the matter in this light, and 
has retained the word in both ed. 2 & 3. 

26. Aé after dua is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABCEGH &, says Tis., 50 curss. [add Lam. 
1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, bh, k, 1, m, 0, p, 
Mus.-Cov. 5) : but internal evidence is adverse, 
it being more likely to be removed than tnserted, 
since in the very numerous passages in wh. dua 
82 xai occurs (of wh. I have given a complete 
list), few are found where the dé is not omd. 
"Oxwe Avon airoy ate cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCE and 5 curss. {add Scr. p, Mus.- 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill],—scanty authority, but 
compensated by internal evidence, since it was 

rob. derived fr. marg. schol. or glossographera 
Matthei’s MS. a, where the reading is 
eupplied in the margin. 


XXV. 2. I wd now, for é2, adopt re, fr. ABC 
and several curss. {add Scr. k, p), confirmed by 
internal evidence, this being a peeee of 
Luke's phraseology, esp. in this book. For 6 
apxtepeus, Ln. Tis. read ol aoxisnete, fr. 
ABCEG & 20 curss. [add Lam. ]184, 85, Scr. 

]. Internal evidence is almost equally balanced, 
Bat rather inclines in favour of the former, since 
it is Jess probable that o ge a was, as Tis. & 
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others think, “a correction to suit the former 
es of the narrative,” than that, as Meyer, De 

ette, & Al. suppose, of dpysepets was sub- 
stituted for it to suit the assertion of Festus at 
v. 15; whereas, in using the plural there, Festus 
prob. meant the Chazan, or dewaty High Priest, 
since he was regarded as a sort of High Priest, 
esp. when he had before filled the office. 

4. For évy Ka:capeia, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
els K—ay, fr. ABCE and 3 curss. (add Scr. p}: 
and slender as is the external evidence, it is 
eompeneated by tnternal being quite in its favour, 
the t. rec. being a correcn to more usual con- 
strucn. 

5. The positn of dvvaroi after pnoly, adopted 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCE & 4 or 5 curss. 
{add Scr. m, p), may be the genuine reading, 
and t. rec. a mere transpn for perspicuity, as Al. 
supposes : but it is more prob, a correcn of com- 
posn by the Alexn critics. 

6. On attentively reconsidering the point of 
reading in this verse—where the text seems at 
an early period to have got into confusion—I am 
of opinion that we are not in a positn to fully 
ascertain the original reading; at any rate I am 
not satisfied with any text proposed, either by 
myself or by the other recent editors. I am, 
however, inclined to remove the small print at 
ov, wh. is strongly attested in ABCE &, Tis. 
says, 20 curss. [add Lam. 1181, 823, 83, 84, Ser. 
m, 0, p}. So much cannot be said of dxcra: 
hence Trelain the small print : but I am disposed 
to remove the brackets at 4 dééxa, for though 
there is no proof, there is strong probability that 
such an idiom as dx7Tw 4 déxa was used by the 
Greeks, at least in the language of common life, 
or colloquial parlance, of what is past and cer- 
tain, just as in our own language. 

7. wepitarnoay ol &c.) There is in the air 


of this oY somewhat of the graphic: and, 
to complete the picture, the ancient eritics,—as 
we find fr. ABCG and 10 curss. of the same 


family (add Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. p},—thought fit 
to add aird», injudiciously adopted by Ln. & 
Tis. 1, but prudently rejected by Tis. 2, and also 
by Al. 2, who pronounces the reading in ques- 
tion an interpolation for perspicuity; for, he 
says, it must mean “around Paul,” as is plain 
fr. the avrox, not, “round the Aya, nor 
Festus.” But the avrov will not prove that 
the word is to be referred to Paul. It was not, 
I apprehend, meant to be referred to any person, 
but only to the place, the Aja, a8 our common 
translators thought. Comp. Cic. Catil. i. 8, 
sub fin., circumstare tribunal. And this is 
ign satan to the context. For uitiduara, 
Ln., Tis., & Al., read alriwu., fr. ABCGH & 
hg? Parag curses. {add Lam. 11824, 85, Scr. f, m, 
p, Mus. 5115): and internal evidence confirms 
competent external, it being prob. a form of pro- 
vincial (Syrian) Greek, and not to be expected to 
occur in the class. writers. 
At the next words there are eeveral variations 
of reading, wh. attest tke confusion of the text, 
rob. from the tampering of rash critics ; accord- 
ugly in such a case the simplest reading, and the 
one most ble to the style of Scrip., is to 
be preferred. That, I apprehend, is the t. rec., 
wh. Al. retains, except that he expunges xara 
Tou TIavAov, wh. I wd now bracket. But if 
pir. be retained,—and that it oughé is evident 
r. the variety of readings, of wh. caragép. was 
suggested by the Vig..—then the words are in- 
diepensable ; though they involve a slight flaw 
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in composn hardly to be expected in 20 generally 
correct a writer as St. Luke. But the question 
as to the reading here is closely connected with 
that at next verse, namely, whether for avrov 
should be read rou TlatAov, as is done by Ln. 
& Tis., fr. ABCE and 9 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 
m, P Mus. 5115), with Vlg., Syr., & Cop. 
verss. Now Al. apiece that t. rec., awod. 
avrov, is a correcn following on the insertion of 
xara +. II. above. It may be so: but it is 
quite as likely that the other reading is a correc- 
tion resulting from the remoral of rou TavAov. 
Now in such a case as this, where internal evi- 
dence is equally balanced, external ought to de- 
cide, and that is kere quite in favour of t. rec., 
sol Pagal there is reason to suspect that the 
other was suggested by the Vig.,—though verss. 
are, in a case like this, of no great authority. 

9. For rote Iovd. 0éX., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Oér. +. "lovd., fr. ABCE & 6 curss. [add Lam. 
1184, Ser. k, m, p): and Al. pronounces t. rec. 
an emendn of order. But it is difficult to say 
which reading is the correcn ; though from the 
slendernese of the evidence for the former, it wd 
seem to be rather the correcn ; and yet that may 
bave arisen fr. inadvertence of scribes, who first 
paseed over rov ‘Ioud. and then brought ix the 
words, but in the wrong place. For xpivecda, 
Ln., Tis., & Al. read «p:0jvac, fr. ABCE and 
7 cures. {add Lam. 1184, Scr. p): and Al. pro- 
nounces xplyscQat a correcn: but considering 
the state of the evidence, it is more prob. that 
«or8, is the correcn, since it is better Greek, and 
wd seem more suitable, with reference to the 
Jatt accompli in the final decision of the matter 
at issue by judgment: and yet «pivecOax is far 
more agreeable to the simple style of Scr.—not 
to say that neither in the N. T., nor in the 
Sept., does the form «psO7jvae ever occur. The 
matter is placed beyond doubt by the fact, that 
at v. 20 xpivecOa: was altered to xp:Ojvat, as 
represented in MS. G, and perhaps others. 

ll. For yap, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit ob», fr. 
ABCE and 15 curss. {add Lam. 1185, Ser. k, 
pl, with Cop., Cat., Chrys. in Comm. : and Mey. 
& Al. pronounce yap a correcn, because el nev 
ovv seemed contradictory to obdtv Adixyaoa. But 
the ordinary revisers did not split hairs, as the 
Alexn critics did, and their followers the Ger- 
men critics now do. It is the od» that was the 
correcn; the difficulty felt as to “the icle 
being, as De Wette seems to have seen, that the 
critics stumbled, as they continually do, at yap, 
when used with reference to something not ex- 
pressed in the context, but left in the subject- 
matter, and who thus altered it to od», so making 
pév ov exactly correspond to el d2, &c. This 
use of wiv yao occurs supr. xxiii. 8, xxviii. 22, 
ome ili. 2, v. 16, 1 Cor. ciag xiv. 17. a ion 

e es most apposite are Acts xiii. 36, Rom. 
ii. 35, 1 Cor. v. 5 2 Cor. ix. 1, Heb. vii. 18, 
seq. In those passages, and almost all in wh. 
this use of ydp elliptical occurs, the particle is 


oft tampered with either by ex t, of 
~— to some other more suitable particle, 
as here. 

15. For éf«ny, Ln. & Al. read xaradi«gs, fr. 
ABC and 12 cures.—insufficient authority, and 
not compensated by internal evidence in its 
favour, at least if weighed in a just balance; for 
as to what Al. urges, that “it is more pro 
the unusual word xaradixny shd have been 


changed to éixy», than the converse,” the very 
reverse is the truth, since catradéatp is evidently 
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a gloes, or false correcn, on di«ny, taken in a 
somewhat unusual sense, for sudgment, sentence 
of condemnation, both occg at Antiphon., p. 751, 

, & 752, 2, where Reiske well establishes this 
peculiar idiom. Perhaps, however, the best 
wew thit can be taken of this awkward question 
is to suppose that the Elders made use of the 
term dixny, intending, however, tointimate x«ara- 
Gixcny. Thus Beza remarks, that the judgment 
they demanded in the matter of Paul was not 
an equitable trial, but a sentence of condemna- 
tion to be passed as a result of conviction taken 
for granted. This, however, is closely connected 
with aaother question, namely, whether ele dau- 
Atay after adv pwror, absent fr. ABCE and 10 
curss. (add Lam. 1184, Ser. Ph with Vlg., Cop., 
& Sah. verss., be genuine. with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., that they are, not indeed a gloss, as 
Al. avers, but a ce & png ote expression, with 
allusion to the object they had in view, by 
asking justice against Paul. 

18. For éwégdepov, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
Epepov, fr. ABCEG and 12 curss. [add Lam. 
1184, Scr. p]: and Al. pronounces the former a 
correcn as above v.7. It may be so: but it is 
ri craialy such; hence I have only bracketed 

e éx. 

20. For rovrov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read rov- 
rev, fr. ABCEG and 20 cures. [add Lam. 
1182, 84, Scr. m, p, Mus. 5115, 16184]. But 
that seems an alterution, to suit (4 7rnow, made 
by critics, who did not see that rovrou has 
reference to the general matter in dispute, and 
vrovrwy to the particulars, the (nTHpmara. 
It could not be, as Al. imagines, a correction to 
suit IIavAos or] novu, for the critics were not 
so stupid. 

21. For réudrw, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit dvar., 
fr. ABCE and 20 curss. (add Lam. 1182?, 84, 
Scr. k, m, p, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill}: and 
internal evidence is rather in its favour, since t. 
rec. is prob., not indeed a correcn of compound 
to simple, as Al. supposes, but an error of 
scribe, by the passing over of ava expressed by 
abbrevn. 

22. Tis. cancels Zp1 & 6 d2, on the authority 
of only two MSS., A & B, and the Vig.: and 
Al. pronounces both of those words “‘ insertions 
for perspicuity.” But I cannot believe that 
such insertions wd have been introduced into 
all the copies exc. two. It seems far more prob. 
that the ancient Greek critics stumbled at some- 
thing like tautology in én & yoiv, and hence 
at the awkwardness of 6 é2, separated fr. épn, 
both of wh. flaws would have been avoided by the 
pure class. writers. 

23. I am now inclined to remove ovat, cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC and 5 cures. [add 
Scr. p], it having every appearance of being an 
interpolation fr. the scholiasts. 

25. avrév Bav., ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCE 40, is a very specious reading, since t. 
rec. might seem, as Al. supposes, ‘*a correcn of 
characteristic order :” but the several other trans- 

itions in the MSS. destroy one’s confidence 
in any reading, unless competently attested. 

26. For ypaya:, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
yoda, fr. ABC and 5 curss.; and I can only 
add Scr. p. Nor is the deficiency of external 
compensated by internal evidence, since it is far 
less likely that ypayaz shd, as Al. thinks, have 
been “altered to suit the ypawa: above,” than 
that the Alexn critics shd have written ypayrw, 
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to remove a tautology, and introduce better 
Grecism. 


XXVI. 1. For bwip, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
weoi, fr. ACEH and 2 curss. [add Scr. p, & Cov. 
2, omd by Mill),—insufficient authority, and 
not compensated by internal evidence, wh. is 

inst wepi, since it was prob. b 
critics who thought the sense more suitable te 
the context. The reading ixrelyus 7v. yeipa 
dmweX., ed. by La., fr. ABCE and several cures. 
{add Scr. p], but rejected by Tis. & Al., is a 
mere correction of order s ted by the verss., 
as also is on. aod. at v. 2, also ed. by Ln., fr. 
ABC and 8 curss.; and not, as Al. pronounces, 
a simplification of order, wh. might better apply 
to the reading of EGH and 30 curss. [add Lam. 
1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, 90, 96, Scr. g, h, k, 1, 0, 
Mus.-Cov. 3, omd by Mill]. But it seems rather 
a correcn for euphony of t. rec., wh. is recom: 
mended by its native simplicity unpolished by 
the file of criticism. 

3. cov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 
and several curss. {add Scr. Ps Mus.-Cov. 4, omd 
by Mill]: but it is evidently a mere correcn for 
euphony, and to get rid of a pronoun thought 
needless, such as Lk. rarely falls into, but wh. 
the short-cut of the Lat. language admits. 

4. The 2d rij is cancd by Tis. 2 & 3, fr. 
BCH and 5 curss., also Mus. 5588. But in- 
ternal evidence does not compensate for insuffi- 
cient external, it being: prob. a mere crit] cor- 
recn for compressn. After év, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
subjoin re, fr. ABE and 1 curs. [add Mus.-Cov. 
2, omd by Mill), with the Syr. & Arab. veras. ; 
and Al. thinks it was removed from the mis- 
apprehension of critics. But it was rather lost 
by inadvertence of scribes; which was likely to 
happen in consequence of the particle coalescing 
with the preposn, and being expressed by ab- 
brevn. As to the of before ‘lovd., I cannot 
exclude it, with Ln., Tis., & Al., on the slender 
authority of BC/E and 9 curss. {add Lam. 1185, 
Scr. k, m, p, Mus.-Cov. 4, omd by Mill], esp. 
since it was more likely to be Jost by ined: 
vertence of scribes than tzserted by critics. 

6. On further considern, I am inclined to 
adopt wpds, for els, with Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABL and 8 curss. (add Lam. 1185, & Scr. p, 
Mus.-Cov. 4], confirmed by intern. evidence, 
since sig seems, as Tis. & Al. are agreed, a 
correcn fr. supr. xiii. 32, where we have rode 
without nawy: but here els has its propriety, as 
combining, Al. observes, the ideas of address 
towards and of ethical relation. After warépac, 
Tis. & Al. insert nus, fr. ABCE and 30 curss. 
add Lam. 1183, 84, 85, Scr. m, o, p, & Mus. 

6184, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill): but Tis. ex- 
cludes it, rightly, since internal evidence does 
not confirm external, as is shown by Tis. in 
note in 3d ed. 

7. For ixreveia, éxravia is ed. in Tis. 3, 
fr. ABCEH and a few curss.; to wh. add Scr, 
g,h,l,m. Itis the most ancient reading, and 
may prob. be the original one, and t. rec. a 
correcn to more usual Fora Tey before ’lovd. 
is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCEGHI 
and very many cures. [add Lam. 118], 82, 83, 
84, 85, Scr. f, g,h, k, m, o, p, & Mus.-Cov. 2, 
omd by Mill}, confirmed by internal evidence, 
since it was more likely to be inserted than 
removed, hence I wd now reject it; and, con- 
sidering the strong ratiocination inherent in the 
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wording, I wd render, “ concerning wh. hope 
it is that Iam, O king, brought into crimina- 
tion by Jews.” Comp. the Pesch. Syr. & Vig. 
verns. 

I wd now remove ’Ayplorra, fr. no incom- 
petent extern. authority, to which add Scr. p, 
& Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill, confirmed by 
internal evidence, as existing in the state of the 
vv. ll., as set forth by Al. 

8. On further considern, I am disposed to 
adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., the reading ri 
a&@wiaroy xpiv., on competent external evidence, 
confirmed by internal, the strong interrogn, in- 
volving a feeling of indignation, being quite in 
Paul's manner. 

10. After wo\Xovs, Ln., Tis., & Al. add rz, 
fr. ACEL and | curs., to wh. I can only add 
Scr. p, and the particle, wh. is here inadmissible, 
prob. arose from error of scribes for ray, ex- 
pressed by abbrevn. Had Lk. chosen to use 
any particle (wh., however, wd here weaken the 
force of this frank avowal ), it wd have been 62, 
found in a few copies {add Lam. 1182% & 84}; 
and wh. he perhaps did write, and then it wd 
pass, as very oft, into 7s. The dé wd impart 

tnt to the avowal, the sense being quin tmo. 

have now admitted the év before @vA., with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCEGI and 20 curss., 
excl. of Lam. 1181, 82, 83, Ser. k, m, 0, p, Mus. 
16184 & Cov. 4, omd by Mill, confirmed by 
intern. evidence. 

12. +s before wana ought not to have been 
eancd by La., fr. AEL and 3 curss., since, as 
Tis. 3 has shown, it was expunged by critics as 
unnecessary, and in order to promote compres- 
sion and terseness of diction. 

14, For 82, I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
read re, fr. ABEI and many curss., excl. of 
Lam. 1184, Scr. p, & Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by 
Mill, confirmed by internal evidence, wh. is 
quite in its favour. 

15. For elwov, elwa is read by Ln., Tis., & 
Al, with ABCEH and several curss. [add Scr. 
k, 1 P, Mus.-Cov. 2, & Cant. 2, omd by Mill], 
—perhaps rightly. After o dé, Tis. & Ln. add 
Kupios, fr. ABCEGI and 20 curss. [add Ser. 
k, m, p]. But I still, with Al., reject it, since 
tho word is evidently derived fr. a margl schol., 
wh. was suggested by supr. ix. 5, as is the 
TlavXoe after 5 dé at v. 25, where, however, 
Lach. reeeives it, and also Tis. 1, but in ed. 2 
he rejects it; then why not here? the case 
being just the same, and the state of the evi- 
dence almost the same. Al. rejects the word in 
both pas , remarking here, that “it is most 
improbable that the word should have been used 
by St. Paul.” On the other hand, Conyb. re- 
ceives it, ‘“‘ because it agrees better tith what 
Sollows.” For my own part, I agree with Al, 
who is, at least, consistent ; which Tis. is not. 

17. Before éx rwv Ln. prefixes xai, fr. ABEI 
and 3 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. k, 1, p, Mus.- 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill]; which Al. terms an 
additn for particularity, prob. derived fr. Lat. 
copies. For voy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éye,, fr. 
ABCEGHI and very many curss. [add Lam. 
1181, 82, 83, 84, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 
0, p, and several verss.): and Al. pronounces 
vuy a marg. gloss which has overborne éyu. 
But a gloss it cannot be: it may have come fr. 
a scholium, though it is more probably genuine, 
and lost fr. the text by the variety of positn, 
found even now in several copics, and formerly, 
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I suspect, existing in many more. Besides, the 
Alexn critics were likely to remove the vu», 
wh. they thought might be dispensed with, as 
implied in the pres. tenee of the verb, and better 
absent as compressing a too long sentence, though 
one quite Pauline in character. 

"Awooritiew oe, adopted by Tis. 3, fr. 
ABCEI and many curses. [add ‘Pe 118}, 82, 
84, 85, Mus. 5115, 16184, Ser. m, p], is con- 
firmed by internal evidence; though prob. it 
arose fr. the Syr. & Vig. verss. as a correca of 
order. 

20. After wpwr., Ln., Tis., & Al. add ve, 
fr. AB and 1 curs. (add Scr. p, Mus.-Cov. 2, 
omd by Mill}; but internal evidence does not 
quite confirm external, since it seems forbidden 
by xpwrov, as involving a flaw in compotn, 
unless we could point év Aanacxw—xpwroy 
+s—xai ‘Iepoo.: but perbape Lk. wrote é» A«- 
mack Te—mparor—xKui iv-‘Tep.,and a similar 
construcn occurs more than once in Thucyd. 

22. For wapa r. Osov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ém76 7. 0., fr. ABE and many cures. (add Scr. 
p, & Mus.-Cov. 2]: and Al. pronounces wapé a 
correcn to more usual expression ; but it is vw6 
that is the correen for that very purpose,—ineo- 
much that wapda has oft been altered to azo. 
See my note on Matt. xx. 20. 

For paprupovmevos, Ln., Tie., & Al. read 
maptupouevos, fr. ABG &, Tis. says, 40 curss. 
{add Lem. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 96, & Ser. h, k, |, 
m, 0, p); and internal evidence confirms strong 
internal, as is fully evinced by Al., agains! Dv 
Wette & Meyer,—who might have added, that 
papTupovpevos is an error of scribes, who have 
elsewh. confounded the two words. 

23. After rw, I wd now, with Ln., Tis. & 
Al., add vz, fr. ABEH and 20 cures. [add Lam. 
1182, Scr. h, k, 1,0, p, Mus. 5115), confirmed 
by internal evidence, it being prob. passed over 
through inadvertence of scribes. 

24. For én, Ln., Tis., & Al. read pnoip, fr. 
ABE and 8 cures. [add Scr. p, & Mus.-Cov. 2, 
omd by Mill]: and Al. pronounces én a cor- 
recn to historical tense. It may be so; but it is 
quite as probable that the other reading is 8 
correcn to more elegant expression. 

25. After o d2, Ln. inserts IavdAor, fr. ABE 
and 15 cures. {add Lam. 1185, Scr. p, Mus.-Cov. 
2, omd by Mill), ther with ¥j . & other 
verss. But Tis. & Al. reject it, as I have here- 
tofore done, though I am now inclined to admit 
it, expressed in small print, internal evidence 
being almost equally balanced. It may have 
been a grammatical addition fr. the marg. schol. 
& the verss.: but its absence may have arisen 
fr. crit] emendation to polish the style; and 
certainly a pure Gr. class. writer wd not have 
employed it. But, as Lk. has elsewh. used this 
idiom, very suitable to Paul, he may have done 
so here; and strong external evidence goes far 
to prove that he aid. 

6. Edn, after IlavAoy, is cancd by Ln., Tis, 
& Al., fr. AB 13, 17, 40, 68, 73, 105, 137, to 
wh. I can only add Scr. p: and internal evi- 
dence is a balanced, inasmuch as i¢y may 
have been added fr. marg. schol.; or it may 
have been removed in order to polish the style, 
and it was prob. suggested by the Vlg., where 
the Regsleaad of the Lat. idiom dispenses with the 
verb. 

28. For yevéoba:, the reading wosjoas in 
AB 13, 17, 40 [add Scr. p], most injudiciously 
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ed. by Ln., arose fr. a marg. schol. ne Xprordy 
mwownoat, intended only for a gloss on the text, 
but which got intermingled with it so as to form 
a jumbling together of both. 

29, eIx. after TlavAos is caned by Ln., Tis, 
& Al., fr. AB and the same curss. as at v. 28; 
and comes under the same category of constrn. 
However, I am disposed to bracket eIwey here; 
but not gpy there. For wodAw, I wd now, 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., read peyado, fr. AB 5, 
13, 40, 105, Barb. ] [add Ser. k, p}, Syr., & Vig., 
ay a by internal evidence, as justly weighed 

Al. 

Y After deouay, Ln. edits Bftov, fr. B 13, 31, 
40, 105 [add Ser. k, p, Mus.-Cov., omd by Mill] 
—as manifest correen to suit the preceding words, 
prob. suggested by Vig. vers. The reading of 
A and Lam. 1184, aF:ov Bay. xai deou., is only 
another mode of correction. 

30. I wd now bracket xai tavra elwovros, 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB 13, 36, 68, 73, 
103, 140, 180 [add Lam. 1184), further sup- 
ported by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
words were more likely to be added fr. marg. 
schol. than removed by critics. 


XXVII. 1. For wapedigovr, wapsdidcov 
found in A & 4 curses. [add Lam. 1]82, 83, & 
Cov. 5, omd by Mill], and confirmed by the 
Pes. Syr. & Arab. verss., and approved by Mill, 
Proleg. § 1253, isa mere error of scribes from 
their confounding the abbrevn for —ovy with 
—ov. 

2. For uéAXovres, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
pédAovTt, fr. AB & 24 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
83, 84, 85, Scr. o, p, Mus. 16184], with the Syr., 
Cop., Eth., and some copies of Vig., wh. 1 am 
now disposed to receive. The t. rec. is, how- 
ever, not so much, as Al. supposes, “a correcn 
of critics to suit the preceding participle ér:- 
Bavres,’ as an error of scribes, who were up- 
aware that that second partic. must belong to 
wXoiw, as in some similar passages, wh. I have ad- 
duced in Rec. Syn. & the 9th ed. of my Gr. Test. 

Before rots, Ln. prefixes els, fr. AB? & 7 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 1184, (wi) Ser. p); but 
wrongly, it being evidently a supplemy word to 
fill up the misunderstood construcn, on the true 
nature of which see my note and that of Al. 

8. wopevtévrs, ed. by Ln., fr. AB & 8 curss. 
[add Scr. p], is doubtless a mere correcn to 
more pure Gr. construcn, though unsuitable to 
the diction of Lk., who uses the accus. supr. 
xxii. 17, xxvi. 20. 

6. dveBiB., for iveB., found in 20 cures. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84, 85, 90, Scr. f, 1, 0, q, Mus. 5588, 
16184, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill), is a mere cor- 
recn to what was thought a more suitable term, 
such as the critics have oft introduced elsewh. ; 
though the confusion of the two words by the 
scribes makes the reading occasionally uncer- 
tain. 

10. For goprov, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. gop- 
viov, fr. ABG)H and very many curss, (add 
Lam. 1181, 82, 84%, 85, 90, 96, Ser. f, g, k, 1, m, 
p, Mus. 11836, & Cov. 5, omd by Mill]: and 
since internal evidence is in favour of the read- 
ing, it merits adoption. 

I wd now (as supr. v. 6) edit éxarovrdp- 

ns, fr. ABGH and, Tis. says, 40 curss. [add 
Tan 1183, 84, 85, 90, 96, Scr. f, g,1, m, 0, p], 
confirmed by internl evidence, from its being 
more agreeable to Luke's diction. As to the 
reading in Tis. 3, wadAop éweif,, fr. AB 13, 3], 
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40, 68, 105 [add Ser. k, m], it be a mere 
altern of order, suggested by the Vig., where it 
is called for by the Lat. idiom ; while the t. rec. 
may be an inadvertent change of order; which 
view is confirmed by the note of Tis. : ‘‘ Cf. x. 35, 
ubi multi ~aAA. ante # posuerunt; et iv. 19, 
ubi perpauci waAA. ante 4 posuerunt; et iv. 19, 
ubi helen ad. ante 4 positum turbarunt.” 

1Z. wAsiovee ought not to have been recd by 
Ln., fr. AB & 5 cures. [add Scr. p], since, as 
Tis, well remarks, ‘“‘ Passim nec wAgfov, nec 
wAziovs fluctuat; sed etiam xxv. 6 et xiii. 3] a 
Bet D substitutum est wAzlov, pro rAslous.” 
For «xdxet@ev, Sch. & Ln. ed. éxet0., fr. ABG 
& 30 curss. Noe Lam. 1181, 83, 84, Scr. h, k, 0, 
p, Mus. 5115, 16184, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill]: 
and internal evidence is rather in its favour, 
inasmuch as xdxei™. may seem less likely to 
have been, as Al. supposes, altered to dxei0. 
from the force of the «ai being not understood, 
than the «a to have originated fr. inadvertence of 
scribes fr. the yac preceding. However, on 
more mature considern, I am inclined to think 
that the reading arose fr. some critics stumbling 
at the peculiar use here of xaxet0. in the middle 
of a sentence ; which, however, is not so rare as 
to be unprecedented, since I find it so used in 
Hdian iii, 2, 20, vi. 4, 5, wAclorny re divauty 
xaxeiOey (‘from thence too’) a0poieae, Apoll. 
Rhod. iv. 1131, @AA’ Gre 6% xauatOev—ei- 
ouara iXuvcav, where the metre demands xad«. 
Accordingly, internal evidence, rather confirm- 
ing paramount external, turns the scale in fuvour 
of t. rec. 

14. I am still of the same opinion as to the 

nuineness of the term eipoxAvéwy, esp. since 

cannot find the least vestige of authority for 
the evpvaxtAwy of AB 40, 133, Caten., which 
seems to have been suggested by critics stum- 
bling at the very peculiar term evpoxX., which, 
however, is noé, as Al. pronounces it, anomalous, 
since it is not formed contrary to analogy; but 
with a peculiarity of tournure, such as might be 
expected in a pepo (vulgar, if you will) sea. 
term continually in the mouths of sailors. As 
to the objection, that the word e¥poxA. no where 
else occurs, we have no reason to expect that it 
should, since no ancient writer, treating on 
nautical affairs, has been preserved to us, 

17. For BunOsiars, H & 7 curss, [add Lam.. 
1184, and Ser. p 90, Mus. 5588, 11836] have 
B—elas, wh. is an error of scr:bes, fr. their mis- 
taking the term written by abbrevn and from 
ignorance of the peculiar sense of foj@eai, 
wh. I have in my note at large set forth. 

19. The terms airoyepes—éipplWapmev serve 
to convey the imminence of the danger with wh. 
both passengers and seamen were threatened ; 
who, we find, with their own hands cast over- 
board whatsoever was heavy, bow ill soever it 
could be spared. This particular, however, is 
excluded by La. & Al., who adopt éspiWay, fr. 
MSS. A & 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
Scr. 0, p, Mus. 16184, Covel. 4, omd by Mill]: 
though it is evidently, as De Wette says, a crit. 
altern to suit éwoovyro, the critics stumblin 
at the change of person, and not having the ood 
sense to see why it was changed. 

20. ’EAwis waon, for waca éd\e., ed. by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. AB & 1 curs. [add Scr. k, m, p], 
is a mere correcn of order by Alexn critics, 
prob. suggested by the Vlg. vers. 

21. I wd now receive, with Ln, Tis., & Al., 
ve for 6, fr. ABC & 7 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 
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& Scr. P Mus. 5115, 11836, Cov. 3, 4, 5, omd 
by Mill], confirmed by internal evidence, this 
use of re being a characteristic of Luke's dic- 
tion. 

23. For ry vux. ratty, I wd now, with En., 
Tis., & Al., read ravry +i wv., fr. ABCGH & 
very many cures. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 
90, 96], and nearly all the verss., confirmed by 
internal evidence. “AyysAos is placed after 
Aatpevw by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC & 6 
curss.—insufficient evidence; and internal evi- 
dence is rather against it, since, although t. rec. 
may have been a correcn of order to one more 
natural, yet the other may be an error of scribe, 
from ayy. being inadvertently omd, and then 
brought in, though in the wrong place. So 
halting a construcn is quite unlike the style 
both of Lk. and Paul; and is one unsuited to a 
popular address, though it may have been a 
correcn of capricious critics from a vain scruple 
as to construcn. 

27. For éyévero, Ln. 1 & Tis. 2 & 3 ed. dey, 
fr. A 68 & Vig., to wh. I can only add Scr. p. 
But Ln. 2 & Al. retain t. rec.; and internal 
evidence wd seem against the reading, from its 
being prob. a crit. emendn to polish the style. 
Comp. Thucyd. iv. 28, viii. 962. But the term 
is not too elegant for Luke's own style: and the 
prepomn in composn was not unlikely to be lost 
by being written abbreviatim: and such was 
prob. the case supr. x. 10, where see my note, 
Accordingly, I wd now edit éwayévero. 

29. For priwes, Ln. edits unre, fr. A; but 
Tis. & Al. prov, fr. BC & 5 curss. [add Lam. 
1184, Scr. PI The former reading is a mere 
error of scribe; the latter prob., but not cer- 
tainly, the true reading ; internal evidence being 
rather in favour of the t. rec. For eis, Ln., Tis., 
& Al. read xara, fr. ABC & 5 curss. [add Lam. 
1184, Scr. p}]: and since internal evidence is in 
its favour, it is prob. the true reading. The 
reading Bpayets for rpay., in No. 68 & Lam. 
1184, is a crit. correcn from misunderstanding, 
arising fr. unacquaintance with the physical 
features of the coast, which, as we learn, is by 
no means shoaly, nay, abounds in rough and 
rocky snags, to use an American term. For 
ixwecwowv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read —oiopev, fr. 
ABCGH & very many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
83, Scr. g, h, k, 1, m, o (not p)], together with 
the Syr., Vig., & Cop. verss.: and, since it is 
confirmed by internal evidence, I am disposed to 
receive it. 

30. For weAX. dyxipas, ayn. ueddX. is ed. b 
Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. ABC 13, 31, 40, Lect. 1 
[add Scr. m, p]: and internal evidence confirms 
external, since t. rec. may be, as Al. says, “s 
correcn of order for euphony.” But stronger 
evidence is needed to prove that itis. As to 
the MS. No. 31, it is wrongly alleged for this 
reading, since it has, I find by collation, ws é« 
wpwoas pehrovrew Exreivey ayxipas. 

32. dwixow. ol orput. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABC 13, 31, 40, 68, 137, Lect. 12; but 
it is more proby a correcn of order, suggested 
by the Syr. & Vig. veres., than the t. rec. “a 
correcn of order for perspicuity,” as Al. pro- 
nounces, for what security is there in the 
other reading ? 

33. nuépa Zusrrew viv. is ed. by Ln. & Al, 
fr. ABC 13, 40, 180 [add Ser. p]: and Al. pro- 
nounces t. rec. “‘a correcn of order.” But the 


other is quite as likely to be such, esp. in so few 
copies as seven, 
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34. For tes Ln., Tis. & Al. read 
peradr., fr. ABC & 30 curses, [add Lam. 1183, 
85, 96, Scr. h, k, o, p, Mus. 16184, & Cov. 2 & 
4, omd by Mill]: and Al. pronounces t. rec. “a 
correcn to suit wpocA. above” (v. 33). But it 
is far more prob. that uevraA. was a crit. altera- 
tion for variation of expression, and to prevent 
tautology by the occurrence thrice of the same 
term within three verses. The alteration might 
be made to polish the style (as at v. 36, wherea 
few copies and Theophyl. have pereA.), wpock. 
being a somewhat homely term, prob. one of 
common life, and occurring in the class. writers 
only at Xen. Mem. iii. 14, 4 (who not unfreqy 
uses terms of common life), cyyov écBiwy aprop 
wpoct\ape. 

For éx, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dad, fr. ABC 
& 7 curss. (add Scr. p, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by - 
Mill]; and é« is prob., as Tis. & Al. suppose, “a 
correcn suggested by Lk. xxi. 18,” For wecst- 
rat, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. read dwoXsirat, 
fr. ABC & 11 curss. (not, however, No. 33, as 
Mill and Wets. allege) [add Scr. m, p}—autho- 
rity scarcely competent, and not compensated 
by internal evidence, wh. is not favourable, 
awoX. being, it would seem, a mere correction 
for easier reading, suggested by the kindred pas- 
sage at Lk. xxi. 18, which is far more probable 
than that weosiva: is, as Al. avers, a correcn to 
adapt the reading to several paseagee of the Sept. 

35. For elway, elwas, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABC & one curs., is the most ancient and 
prob. the genuine reading, but requires stronger 
authority to justify ite adoption. 

37. For quev, Ln., Tis, & Al. ed. fueOa, fr. 
AB 40 & Scr. p; and internal evidence is 
quite in its favour, this rare Alexn form occut- 
ring at Matt. xxiii. 30 in the best MSS., and 
adopted by all the recent editors. But Luke's 
diction differs so materially fr. Matthew's, that 
the form here requires stronger authority to 
warrant its reception. : 

39. For BovXedcavro, &Bovrevovro, ed. by 
Ln., fr. GH & 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. k), 
arose fr. crit. correcn to adapt the tense to the 
other imperfects. Just after, for el évvairo, 
the reading sl dvvardv in CGH &, Tis. says, 50 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85. Scr. f, g, b, 
k, 1, m¥, 0, Mus.-Cov. 5, omd by Mill}, is a mere 
correction of revisers, suggested by the ver 
sions. 

40. I wd now read, with Lo., Tis, & Al, 
aeténzwva, fr. ABCH and not a few curs. 
prob. more than the collators have represented; 
at least [can add Lam. 1182, 83%, 84, 85, Scr. 
f, g, 1, m, p, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill. 

4]. For ixcxetday, Tis. 3 edits dw éxehar, 
fr. ABICH 40, 73 [add Ser. p, as also the on- 
ginal of N 25 & Cov. 2, which have éwéxn\ay, 
though only fr. ttacism]. "EaréxecAay might be 
thought an error of scribes, who oft confound # 
and 2, were there not some ground for fee. 0 
that the reading, however seemingly 
has preserved a vestige of an ancient form, how- 
ever anomalous, of this verb, and of provincial, 
prob. of Syrian and Alexn Greek, by wh. the ¢ 
in éxéAAw was dropped when following é 18 
composn with the verb: and this is confirm 
by a gloss of Hesych. aptly adduced by Tis.: 
"EwixeAXNey’ éweaxerdev, where, however, | 
read éaréxe:Aey, and it is possible that, in both 
words, —ay is the true termination; and if %. 
the pees of Hesych. materially adds to the 
slender evidence for iwéx. here, though % 
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diminishes ite authority, by depriving us of 
another example of this rare form. 

Kuudreoy after Biae is cancd by Ln. & Tis., 
fr. AB (alone), but wrongly, since internal evi- 
dence confirms the strongest external in favour 
of the words, some genit. after r7s Biae being 
indispensable; though it might here be easily 
lost in an ancient archetype by the ra»—rayp, 
whereby the tranecriber’s eye might pass fr. the 
first to the 2nd ray. 

42. For d:adiyot, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. d:a- 
gvyn, fr. ABCGH & 50 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 

, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, h, 1, 0, p, Mus. 5115, 11836 
& Cov. 2, omd by Mill], confirmed by interna 
evidence, since t. rec. may have been, as 
says, a mere correcn of critics to suit iydévero, 
from their not being aware that in the use of the 
subjunct. after the past we have a miazture of 
construcn, of the historic past and the historic 
present; and it is elsewhere used where the 
scene is intended to be vividly set before the 
reader. But the quarter from which é:aguyos 
comes dissuades so far-fetched a reason for the 
change, which wd hardly have been eo exten- 
sively adopted by the ordinary revisers of the 
text. As respects the latter remark, there is no 
such scene in these words as to admit of vivid 
representation. However, I am willing to adopt 
écaspuyn, and wd account for one. os 88 pure 
arising either from itacism, or fr. the perpe 
confusion by ecribes of o: and ». 

43. I wd now read, with Ln., Tis, & Al., 
éxatoyraoxns, fr. ABC & 2 curss., exclus. of 
Lam. 1185, Scr. m, p, and that for reasons wh. 
see in note on Lk, xxiii. 47, and elsewh. 


XXVIII. 1. For iwéyvwoav, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. edit éwéyuwpev, fr. ABC 13, 68, 137, 8 pet. 
add Lam. 1184, Scr. p]; and internal evidence 
oes not compensate for insufficient external, 
since it is far less likely that éwéyvecay shd 
have been, as Al. alleges, a correcn to suit supr. 
xxvii. 29, than that ixéyveuev shd have been 
a correcn to bring in the first pers., occurring 
supr. xxvii. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 15, 16, 26, 37, in 
the foregoing narration Sf wh. this clause forms 
a part, and therefore ought to have been con- 
joined with the preceding context, and not made 
to commence a new chapter. Read d:acw8jvae 
iwi thy yn’ wal dkacw8, +. tyvwoay, meaning 
the sailors, esp. the ship-master and the owner. 
Hence it is that the third rson is used, as at 
supr. 9,17, 29, 39, 40, et It must here be 
oo meant of the ship-master and supercargo. 
If the above be the mght view, the reading rz 
for dé at v. 2, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 
and 8 curss. [add Lam. 1184, Scr. p, Cov. 2, 
omd by Mill], cannot be admitted, and prob. 
arose fr. the false view taken of the preceding 
context. 

2. For rapsixov, tapet yay is the more ancient 
reading, as found in AB, and may perhaps be 
the genuine text, and —o» a mere correcn of 
revisers to the usual second aor. form. For 
dvayy., Ln. & Al. read aw., fr. ABC and 4 
curss. [add Lam. 1184, Scr. p], evidence which, 
however ancient, is insufficient, being not 
strengthened by internal evidence, wh. is rather 
aguinst ay., as more likely to be an error of 
scribe for dvayy. (see note supr. xxv. 21), than 
ava. (as Al. alleges) a correcn to more pre- 
cise term. Tis. must now see the matter in 
this light, since he has in, his 3d edn. restored 


ava. 
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3. Before wA78or, Ln., Tis., & Al. prefix rd, 
fr. ABC [add Scr. p, Joa manu, & Mus.-Cov. 
2, omd by Mill], wh. Al. thinks was removed 
from the ordinary text as unnecessary. But, 
considering the scantiness of the evidence, only 
4 copies in the closest connexion, it was more 
prob. a crit. correcn suggested by the Vlg. vers, ; 
though it is abs. fr. its most ancient copy, and 
is both harsh and jejune in sense. Perhaps Lk. 
wrote yz, a8 in a pas wh. I have cited fr. 
Hdian. The uee here of rupay», for rip, found 
also at 2 Macc. vii. 22, may be an idiom of 
Alexn Greek, unless, as I have thought, wupdy 
may be supposed to denote # pyre, or pile of 
faggots, as in Hdot. i. 86, wupns dupéivns, & 
Athen. Ixii. cuvyjoas wupiy, vii. 107, Herod. 
iv. 2,21. And this is confirmed by Judith vii. 
5, dvaxatcavres wupae, and also by the cir- 
cumstances of the case, inasmuch as an immense 
pyre wd have to be kindled to warm so many 
persons, 

For éx, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit dad, fr. ABCGH 
and 20 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 1184, Ser. k, 0, 
p, Mus. 16184, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill], a very 
specious, yet a false reading, wh. doubtless arose 
fr. critics, who thought dwo more suitable, by 
not perceiving the graphic force of d:eE2X0. (in 
wh. there is a pregnancy of sense, q. d. “issuing 
out and through [a crevice in} the pyre”); 
whence, too, the da was removed by critics, or 
lost by scribes in the t. rec., though preserved 
in AGH and 40 curss. (add Lem. 1182, 84, Ser. 
f, gk, 1,0). For xa€yaro, I wd now, with 
La., Tis., & Al., read xa@nyWs, fr. ABGH and 
several cures. [add Scr. p}, Theophyl. & Cscu- 
men., internal evidence being in its favour from 
its rarity, as an idiom of Alexn Greek, un- 
known to the earlier and purer Gr. writers, but 
likely to have been used by Lk. 

4, wods @AX. édzy. is adopted i Gag, Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABC and 4 curss. [add . 1184, 
Scr. m, p], with a & later Syr. verss., Theoph. 
& Caten.: and Al. pronounces t. rec. ‘‘a cor- 
recn of order for perspicuity.” But, I wd ask, 
what obscurity was there to remove? And that 
such a petty correcn shd have got into all the 
copies exc. 10 in the closest connexn, is far less 
probable than that the other reading was a 
correcn of order for elegance, prob. suggested by 
Vig. vers., where the order is agreeable to the 
genius of the Lat. language, though too stiff and 
stilted to suit that of the Greek, at least in the 
simple narrative style, 7 of St. Luke. 

&. For drworwééas, Tis. 2 & 3 ed. dwori- 
vutapevos, fr. AGH &, Tis says, 35 curss, [add 
Lam. 1183, 84, 85, Scr. g, h, k, 1, 0, p}: and t. 
rec. may be, as Tis, says, a crit. correcn, formed 
on Lk. ix. 5, and by reminiscence of ixrivatare, 
in Matt. x. 14, Mk. vi. 11. But -Edémepoe is 
more likely to be, as De Wette & Al. suppose, 
a correcn fr. supr. xiii. 51, & xviii. 6. 

6. ueraBan., ed. by Tis. 3, fr. B & 2 cures. 
[add Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. p], seems a mere crit. 
correcn. There is more to be said for abrdv 
atyac Oady, ed. by Ln. & Tis., fr. B 68 & Scr. 
p, wh., from its simplicity, is likely to be 
genuine : but the reading slvas abrdv Gady in 
A, casts a shade over this, wh. may have been 
suggested by the Vlg. 

. For duvcevrepia, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit —fw, 
fr. ABGH and 8 curss, [add Lam. 1185, Scr. m, 
Mus. 5588, 11836, & Cov. 2, 3, 5, omd by 
Mill]; and internal evidence is rather in its 
favour, from its being likely to be altered to the 
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more common term; though the other was 
more likely to be used by LKk., since it is, as we 
find fr. the Atticist Meris, the Hellenistic form 
for the pure Gr. —{a, found in Hippocr., Galen, 
& Areteus. I shd be disposed to receive it, 
could I find a single example of the word in 
any quite pure Gr. class. writer. Bat as that 
is not the case, I must presume that the neuter 
form was one of provincial and very late Greek, 
attested as such by its being in the Gloss. Grec., 
where it is explained ftormina, “the os 
But though the form was not unlikely to be 
known to Lk. the physician (doubtless familiar 
with the writings of Hippocr.), yet it might 

uite as well be known to the ecribes, who might 
thus introduce it. 

9. For obv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dé, fr. ABI 
and 15 eurss. {add Lam. 1184, Scr. g, k, p]: but 
internal evidence does not compensate for incom- 

tent external, inasmuch as o¥v was far less 

ikely to have been, as Al. avers, “a correcn to 
more natural copula” (but it is rot such), than 
62 to have been, as perpetually elsewh., a cor- 
recn to the easier and more appropriate dé in its 
continuative sense, so suitable to narration. 
Yet ody in the ratiocinative sense, so then 
accordingly, is more usual in Luke's diction. 

10. For rijv ypeiav, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. ras 

estas, fr. ABI 13, 40, 103, 105, 137 et al.— 
siender authority indeed, but strengthened by 
internal evidence, wh. is rather in favour of the 

ural, as comparatively rare, and therefore more 
ikely to be altered by critl emendn to the 
more usual singular, than the plur. to have been 
brought in, as De Wette thinks, fr. supr. xx. 
34. Thus we need not, with Al., suppose so 
improbable a circumstance as the change fr. 
the plur. to the sing. made by reminiscence of 
St. Paul’s dwrak xul dis is riv xpslav por 
dréuware, in Phil. iv. 16. This use of the 
plur. may have been a Hellenistic and provin- 
cial idiom, and thus likely to be used by Lk. : 
but it was more probably here employed as 
having greater suitableness to the circumstances 
of the case, since to those setting out on a voy 
many things must be necessary. But as it might 
seem sufficiently expressed by the ra prefixed 
to the noun yxp., the more usual sing. of yo. wd 
be almost sure to occur to the Alexn critics, 
And this, which, I find, has occurred to Tis., is 
afar more satisfactory mode of accounting for 
the sing. than that proposed by Al. 

13, 14, 15. I wd now point either #A@opew 
«xaxeiQev, or, which I prefer, #\@ousy' xal 
ixetQev, for reasons wh. will appear fr. note on 
Mk. ix. 30, x. 1, and elsewh. Render: “ And 
the brethren (there} having heard tidings con- 
cerning us (i. e. our coming), went forth thence 
to meet us as far as,” &. That «al exetOey is 
the true reading appears fr. my note on Mk. ix. 
30. For é&9A0., Tis. 3 edits #A0., fr. ABL 17, 
25, 40, 8 pet., Lect. 12 [add Scr. pj, which he 
seeks to justify with his usual ingenuity. But 
what he urges will only prove that Lk. may 
have used the simple form ; though that it shd 
have been altered to the compound in all the 
copies exc. 9, is incredible. 

6. As as the reading elo 9. for hAGo- 
uev, ed. by Ln., Al., & Tis. 3, fr. ABE 5, 6, 7, 
13, 31, 40, 135, 8 pet. [add Lam. 1185, Scr. Pp]; 
internal evidence does not com te for in- 
sufficient external, since it is far less probable 
that #8. shd, as Al. supposes, have been intro- 
duced from the force of the compd not being 


ACTS XXVIII. 9—25. 


regarded, than elo7\0, shd have been a critl cor- 
recn accommodated to 7A Gov at v. 15, by the same 
critics, and formed on nearly the same copies. 
It was considered more agreeable to the context, 
and the two readings, it was thought, ought 
reciprocally to change place. When Tis hag 
duly weighed this, he will, I augur, in his 
fourth edn., restore the reading of his second in 
both verses. He will also, I doubt not, restore 
the words 6 éxardvrapxor wapéd. Tots Geom. 
To otpatoredapyn, wh. he retained in 2d 
edn, but has expunged in 3d, fr. ABI 40, Lect. 
12 (to wh. I can only add Scr. p), for reasons 
highly specious, but which, as resting mainly on 
surmise, I cannot admit, but still continue to 
retain the words, wh. were, I doubt not, as Al. 
& Meyer suppose, first lost fr. the context by 
inadvertence of scribes; which omission would 
then render the other slight emendation, to ad- 
just the construcn, indispensable. 

17. The transposn of éyw, by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. after to before dvdp. dédeAd., fr. ABI & 
9 curss., to wh. I can only add Lam. 1184, ma 
be the genuine reading, and t. rec. be, as A 
pronounces it, ‘“‘ a correcn of arrangement :” but 
that it shd have been made and have crept inte 
all the copies exc. 15, is far less likely than that 
in those 15 it shd have come fr. an arbitrary 
alteration of order, perhaps suggested by the Vig. 
and other verses. As respects the reading just 
before, abrdv for rév IlavAoy, ed. by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. the same uncials and 12 curss. [add 
Scr. k, p, Cov. 2, omd by Mill], it is evidently 
a mere correcn of style, prob. suggested by the 
same veres. as the foregoing correcn ¢, er. 

19. For xarnyopjoa:, Tis. 3 edits xariyo- 

stv, fr. AB 13, 15, 40, 68, 105, Lect. 12, & al. 

add Scr. p, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill]; but in- 
ternal evidence does not compensate for insuffi- 
cient external, since it was far less likely that, 
as Tis. 3 alleges, xavnyopetv shd have a 
crit. correcn to suit the preceding and following 
aorists, émixadicac0ar & wpockadneoat, than 
that xernyopetv shd have arisen fr. inadvertence 


of scribe in some ancjent archetype, writin 
without sufficiently attending to his origi 


and not, as Al. supposes, from his neglect of the 
meaning of the aorist. Tis. will pre. in his 
4th edn. restore t. rec., and also, I augur, the 
ordinary positn at v. 21, of repi cov, which has 
now [alone) been changed to after édetaueBa, 
fr. only A 13, 103, 105, to wh. I can make no 
additn. It was an arbitrary altern (suggested 
by the Vlg. vers.), like the nutv éovzy mn AB 
and 7 cures. [add Scr. k], injudiciously ed. by 
Ln. ; as is also the 7A0oy for jxov, fr. AB and 
12 cures. [add Scr. p], prob. adopted, fr. the 
schol., to present a more usual term for the 
other, which is so rare as to occur no where in 
N. T., though once or twice in the Sept.; se 
that it may have been used by Lk., but more 
prob. not. 

I wd now bracket the ra before wepi, wh. 
is caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABH and many 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. p}]; but F can- 
not consent to cancel it, since internal evidence 
is equally balanced. It may have been inserted 
by critics, having in mind sepr. viii. 12, xix. 8: 
but it may have been removed by the ordinary 
revisers in order to simplify the construcn ; se 
that were there greater evidence for its abeence, 


I wd pee it. 
25. For suey, Lo., Tis, & Al read sues, 
fr. AB and 22 curss. {add Scr. k, & Cov. 2 
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omd by Mill), with Vlg. (in MS.), Ath., Bas., 
Cyr. Jer., Did., Dam. ; and internal evidence, 
though almost equally balanced (see Meyer for 
nuwy, and Al. for juwy), yet rather inclines in 
favour of Umay, wh., being confirmed by Pesch. 
Syr., | wd now receive. 

26. For Agyov, Tis. 2 and 3 edit Agyoup, fr. 
BG and 13 curss. [add Ser. f, Mus. 11836, & Cov. 
2): while Ln., & Al., & myself, retain Aé-yop, 
wh. is confirmed by internal evidence, Aéywy 
being, as Al. says, a correcn to suit the sense. 

For eloré, I have, with all the editors, fr. 
Matt. downwards, received eiwov, fr. ABEGH 
and very many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 
Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 0, p], with all the Mus. copies 
collated by me, confirmed by internal evidence. 
Comp. Mk. xiii. 4, where I wd now receive 
elaov. 

27. I cannot yet adopt, with Tis. 2 & 3, 
ééoouat, for though the reading rests on strong 
external evidence, namely, ABGH and 30 curss. 
{add Lam. 1196, Scr. g, 1, Mus. 11836, 5588, & 
Cov. 2, 4, 5, omd by Mill], yet internal evi- 


Cu. I. 1. Méy, which is abs. in No. 40, & 
some verss., was prob. removed by a critic, who 
thinking a dé wanting to form the apodosis, re- 
moved the uéy as worse than useless,—quite 
unaware that Paul not unfreq., through a 
change of construction, arising from not heeding 
the pév preceding, alters the construcn. See 
anfr. vii. 12, x. J, 2 Cor. xii. 12, Col. ii. 23, 

eb. vi. 16, & esp. Actsi. 1. And such is the 
case sometimes in the best class. writers, as 
Hdot., Soph., and Plato, but esp. Thucyd., e. g. iv. 
73, vi. 25, vii. 5 & 55, a peculiarity occg as early 
as the time of Homer. See Odyss. 9. 237, ro 
ty of wpwrov—elpnoopar. Al., indeed, seeks 
the correspondent dé as far off as v. 13, q. d., 
‘** Ye indeed are prospering in the faith; but 
I still am anxious further to advance that fruit- 
fulness.” This view is very specious, but is inad- 
missible, as doing great violence to the sense of 
é2, wh. has simply here a continuative force, like 
the Lat. autem (used here in the rendering of 
Vig.), in the sense but, however, and so Calv., 
following T. Aquin., who well traces the con- 
nexiun. 

For vaép, Ln., Tis., & Al. read arepi, fr. 
ABCDK and 11 curss. [add Lam. 1183, Scr. 0, 
Mus. 7142, 16184]. But external authority ia 
insufficient, and not compensated by internal, 
wh. is at any rate almost equally balanced : 
though the scale turns rather in favour of bwép, 
wh., as it is the more dificult reading, so was it 
more likely to be altered to the easter and purer 
Gr. one wepi. As to Alford’s argument, that 
‘* the words are so oft confounded by scribes that 
it is impossible to say which may have displaced 
the other,” it is not, I wd say, confusion byscribes, 
but altern by critics that occasioned the fluctua- 
tion of reading here. Now in such a case wepi 
has been oft substituted for iwip by Alexn 
critics, and has place in the very family of un- 
cials and curss. which here present wepi. As 
to Alford’s remark to decide the doubtful deter- 
mination that MS. authority must, in such a case 
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dence is not in favour, inasmuch as lacou. is 
prob. a correcn, as will appear fr. what I have 
said on Matt. xiii. 15 & Joh. xii. 40. 

28. Before 17d cuwtip. rov 8., Ln, Tis., & 
Al. prefix rotro, fr. AB and 8 curss., to wh. I 
can make no addition: and specious as the 
reading is, yet I suspect that it was brought in 
by critics fr. the verss., where it was expressed 
for the purpose of imparting force and point to 
the declaration, hich how: does not need it, 
as will appear fr. Lk. ii. 30, iii. 6, and my 
notes. 

29. This verse is abs. fr. ABE and 6 curss., 
and is cancd by Gr., Ln., & Tis., and double- 
brackd by Al., who thinks it was inserted on 
account of the abrupt transition from v. 28 to 
v. 30; though he acknowledges that it may, 
perhaps, after all, have been omitted as seeming 
superfluous after v. 25. For my own part, 
have little doubt that it was removed from that 
very cause; and that, having been omitted in 
some copies of the Syr. & Ital. verss., it was 
left out in some Greek copies. 


ROMANS. 


as this, be our guide, I answer that the authority 
must rest on the most ancient evidence. Now 
readings like bwép, resting, as Jackson shows, 
on the authority of all the Syn. verss., the Ital., 
Vulg., and all the other ancient verss. and 
Origen, present a stronger attestation of anti- 
quity than ABCD as going back to a period far 
earlier. 

13. For riva xapwoy, I still read, with Lo., 
Tis, & Al., xapwov rwa, fr. ABCDGK and 
very many curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 
85, 96, Scr. g, h. k, 1, m, n, 0, and all the Mus, 
copies, confirmed by the It. & Vig., and some 
Gr. & Lat. fathers, to wh. I can add Phot, 
Epist. 64. 

16. The words tov Xptoro after rd ebayy., 
are cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEG 5, 
17, 698, 137, 177, confirmed by the It. & Vlg. 
verss., and several Gr. & Lat. fathers, to wh. I 
add Isid. Pelus., and also by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the words -were more likely to be 
added, as so oft coming after rd evayy., than 
removed. They were prob. derived fr. the 
scholiasts. 

19. For 6 yap Oeds, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 6 
Oeds yap, fr. ABCDEG and 10 curss., and in- 
ternal evidence being rather in its favour, as 
being the harsher construcn, I am now disposed 
to adopt the bea , 

21. For evyap., I have ed., with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., nixap., fr. ACDE and very many curss. 

add Lam. 1184, 85, Ser. k, 1, m, n, Mus. 

142, & Cov. 4, omd by Mill], with several 
fathers, and confirmed by internal evidence. 

24. wai, after d:d, is cancd by Ln., fr. ABC 
and 7 cuiss. [add Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], & 
ed. Colin, Vig.@& other verss., Orig., Did., 
Dam. But internal evidence is adverse, it bein 
far less likely to be added than removed, fr. the 
corrector not understanding the true force of the 
particle, which is continuative, as marking the 
p sston of consecutive discourse. 

ust after, for éy éauvtois, Ln., Tis., & AL 
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ed. dy atroits, fr. ABCD and 15 curss. [add 
Mus. 5588, 16184, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill]; 
which, however, is, I suspect, an error of scribes 
for at-rote, which occurs in several copies [add 
Mos. 7142, 11836]. At any rate, the reflexive 
for the recipr. &dAA#Aacs (on wh. see my note 
on Lk. xx. 14) is required by the context, and 
confirmed by v. 27, where the reciprocal d@AA. 
is read, as put for the reflexive éaurots, where 
BK and others have, similarly, a’rois, mani- 
festly an error of scribe for abrois. 
. For ra, after ouoiws, Ln. & Tis. 3 read 
éi, fr. ADG and 10 curss. [add Lam. 1183, 85, 
96, Scr. 1, Mus. 2 copies, It., Vig., & later Syr. 
vers.] But Al., with Tis. 2, retains re, wrongly, 
since it ie altogether unsuitable both in sense 
and construcn, and prob. arose fr. error of 
scribes. For agpeves & appecrv, I have, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., ed. dpocaevese & Gposcry, fr. 
BDEGL and many cures. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
85, 90, 96]. See note on Rev. xii. 5, & Matt. 
xxvi. 35. That Paul shd have used éwo forms 
of the word in one clause is incredible. 
29. wopveia is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCK and 5 curss.; and internal evidence is 
inst it, since it seems to have arisen by error 
of scribes out of wovnpia. See Al., with whom 
I am now induced to agree. I wd now double- 
bracket the word, but not do wdvdous, cancd by 
La., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEG alone ; though, 
since internal evidence is against it, I have 
single-bracketed it; and I am still more inclined 
to suspect, that after the text had got into some 
confusion by the interpolation of aawovdous in 
more than one positn, the words aouvOéirous & 
doropyous got out of place, having, I suspect, 
originally the positn aorop., dovv@. 


II. 5. Before éixacoxp., D?K L and 70 curss., 
excl, of Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 90, 96, Scr. f, g, 
h, k, m, n, 0, Mus. 5115, 5588, 7142, 11838 
16184, with several verses. & fathers, insert «al. 
But, however strongly supported, it does not rest 
on authority sufficiently ancient to warrant adop- 
tion, esp. since, as Al. remarks, it is not accord- 
ing to the mode of speaking in the argument 
(see ch. i. 17, 18): or rather, as Eet. says, be- 
Cause sensut O If it be asked, how came a 
particle so prejudicial to the sense to be ob- 
truded? I wd answer, ‘from the text having got 
into confusion, by the constrn being left unde- 
cided.’ Accordingly, I wd now edit aye, ex- 
punging the mark of interrogation, not trans- 
posing it, with Ln., to Osov, inasmuch as (ob- 
serves se ‘the inquiry loses itself in the 
digressive clauses pee d and no where comes 
pointedly (rather, decidedly) to an end.* 

8. For duyuds xai édpyi, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
dpyh «al Buuds, fr. ABDEG & 6 cures. [add 
Scr. m), together with the Syr., It., Vig., Ar., 

- & Arm. verss., Orig., & other Gr. & Lat. fathers : 
but the great deficiency of curss. casts g shade 
over the poate, which, for reasons that I have 
in my note fully alleged, cannot be sustained, 
external evidence being insufficient, and not 


compensated by internal. It is far less pends Fr used 
SS. 


a change of order shd have occd in a]! the 

exc. I|, for no particular reafon, than that in 
those 1], a little knot of MSS. wh. commonly 
go together, it might have been altered by Alexn 
critics for adaptation to the canon of the Atti- 
cists Ammonius & Phrynichus, though Paul was 
very unlikely to be even acquainted with it, or 
to have cared about such a baseless distinction ; 
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whereas the usus (é Grece (sufficiently 
well known to Paul) justifies the distinction 
made by Tittm. de Synon., p. 32, namely, that 
Ouuds differs fr. doyn in this, that Ouuds de- 
notes the sudden emotion of strong feeling (so 
used awd 717s Oiaews xai Vécews THe Wuyns. 
So Plato, p. 419); but dpyn, the result thereof 
in the settled feeling of wruth, implying tdigna- 
tion at being wronged, and the desire of ven- 
geance on the doer of the wrong. 

13. rot before each of the two vdpuovu's, is 
cancd by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. ABDEG and 
2 curss.; though only at the first rov, not the 
2d,—very insufficient authority, and not con- 
firmed by internal evidence, masmuch as the 
art. was more likely to be omd by scribes, or 
removed by crities for adaptation to the fore- 

oing, than to have been tnserted by critics as 
ing called for by the preceding art. oi, and as 
intended to make the expressn more pointed : 
though, since such may have taken place, I wd 
now bracket the row. 

]4. 1 wd now adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
wowow, fr. AB and 6 curss., confirmed by 
DG and 3 curse., since the slenderness of exter- 
nal evidence is compensated by txternal, from 
the probability that wo:7, or woret, was a mere 
gramm] correcn proceeding fr. the ordinary re- 
visers, whereas the # for. dre, at v. 16, ed. by 
Ln., fr. AB and 2 curss., is a correcn of critics 
like the # for dre, at Joh. ix. 14, in BLX 33: 
though there adopted not only by Ln., bat by 
Tis. & Al. 

17. I still retain ef 82 for ide, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABDEK and 30 curss., excl. of Lam. 
11852, 90, & Mus. 16184, confirmed, as I have 
shown at large, by internal evidence. 

I am willing to bracket, but not to cancel, res 
before yéuw, with Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. ABD 
and 6 curss., since internal evidence does not 
compensate for insufficient external, that being 
almost equally balanced, though rather against 
the word. 


III. 2. ydo after piv, is cancd by La., fr. 
BDEG and 5 curss., but wrongly. since it was 
cancd by critics to remove a tautology with yap 
at the next verse. 

22. The words xai iwi wayrase are caned by 
Ln., fr. ABC: but they were evidently ex- 

unged by Alexn critics, as thought super- 
uous, though they are any thing but such. 

25. rs before wior., is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. C1DIFG and 4 curss., but discoun- 
tenanced by the slenderness of the evidence. 
The +7js has place in B. 

26. Ln., Tis., & Al. insert ray before ty- 
éafiv, fr. ABCE 47, 49, 80, Clem., & Cyr., 
which, however, I cannot adopt, since internal 
evidence is unfavourable, the +i being prob. a 
mere correcn of critics, who were unaware of 
the extent to which Paul carried the omission 
of the art., even where, as at the preceding verse, 
seemingly necessary. Besides, it is not to be 
supposed that the art. would be omd there and 
here. Al., indeed, seeks to remove this 
difficulty by alleging that the art. kere distin- 
guishes this gvdecEre fr. the former as being the 


fuller and ultimate object, of wh. that gvdecEce 


was a subordinate part. That, however, rests 
on mere surmise, and presents a sense forced, 
yet vapid. Supposing the art. to be uine, 
the best sense to be assigned wd be, “ for the 
making known,” equiv. to, “ for the purpose of 
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making known,” Zvde:E:s being considered as a 
verbal noun (answering to the Lat. gerund in 
-dum), both here and at v. 25, denoting a show- 
ing forth, displaying. Comp. Philo, p. 20 a, 
sis &vdartiy Tow &c. 

"Inoou after wioramwe is cancd by Tis. 2 & 3, 
fr. er! FG 52 et al., say Sch. & Al.; but I 
find that to consist of not a single Greek, 
and only 3 Lat. copies of the It., namely, e, f, 
g; and f, g, are almost fellow-copies fr. the 
same original. Besides, the reading evidently 
arose fr. crit. correcn, to get rid of what seemed 
unnecessary ; though in reality not so, the full 
sense being, as Al. says, “‘him who is of [the] 
faith in Jesus,” meaning him who stands in 
works from (as his standing-point) faith in 
Jesus. See ii. 8 and note. 

28. For viv, Gr., Sch., & Al. read yap, fr. 
ADEFG and 9 curas., together with Vig., It., 
& other verss., & Cyr.; while Tis., ed. 2 & 3, 
retain ovv, with reason, since slender external 
is not confirmed, as it had need he, by internal 
evidence, considering that far less likely is it 
that vv»v shd, as Al. thinks, have “ arisen fr. a 
misunderstanding of AoyiZouar,” and so have 

ot into all the copies but 13, than that in ¢hose 
ew yap should have been a correcn of critics 
from their misunderstanding the force of ody, 
as has elsewh. happened in very many other pas- 
sages, where ovv has been either cancd or altered 
to some other particle. I grant, indeed, that 
the literal sense of Aoy:ZoueOa here is, we 
reckon, or reason. But what is reckoning or 
reasoning (thus introduced by odv), but draw- 
ing a consequence by conclusion ? Comp. iv. 1, 
and my note, and that of Al. It was for want 
of seeing this that the ancient critics were iu- 
duced to exclude the sense of conclusion by sub- 
stituting yap for ou. 

8 respects the true order of the next two 
words, Al. pronounces the t. rec. wlore: dix. 
to be a “‘transposn for the purpose of throwing 
emphasis on wiovre:,” supposing the verse to con- 
vey a solemn conclusion. Accordingly he edits 
éix. wlor., fr. ABCDE and 5 curss. [add Lam. 
1182]; but that does not necessarily exclude the 
force of conclusion, which, I find, Calv., T. 
Aq., & Hyper. maintain; and which must be the 
view taken by Tis., since, while he retains ov», 
he admits étx. rior. 

29. For udvoyv, Tis. reads uovwy, fr. B & 11 
curss, [add Lam. 1182, 83, Scr. 0], and several 
fathers; while Ln. & Al. retain povoy, rightly, 
since dvwy is prob. a correcn of critics to intro- 
duce intensity of sense, as elaewh. See Matt. viii. 
8, 1 Joh. v. é. Ai after «ai is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. almost all the uncials, and 7 or 
8 curss. [add Scr. k, Cov. 2, omd by Mill]: 
and internal evidence being against it, I wd 
bracket the word. . 

30. For éwsiwep, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
siwep, fr. ABCD and 4 curss., with some 
fathers: and Al. pronounces t. rec. a correcn: 
and siwsp is sometimes used by Paul where we 
shd expect iweiwep: but iwsicrsp itself is so 
rare in N. T., occurring gnly in this passage, 
that it wd be uncritical to Wisplace it for elwrep, 
wh., as Tis. observes, occurs very oft, and with 
no variation of reading, and hence he has now 
restored it here. 

31. For lora@uev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read lord- 
vouey, fr, ABCDFG and 4 curss.; and internal 
evidence is in its favour, as being the more 
ancient reading, so that it is prob. the genuine 


text. The t. rec. prob. came fr. the ordinary 
revisers, who thought fit. to substitute the more 
usual form. 


IV. 1. The position of eipnx. after ipov- 
fev assigned by Ln., on the authority of ACD 
EFG & 4 curss., was prob. an arbitrary correcn, 


which may have been suggested by the Vig. & 
It, versa. For waripa, wpowaréipa, ed. by 
Ln., fr. ABC! & 4 curss., comes under the same 
category, being prob. suggested by the verses. and 
scholiasts, aided by reminiscence of those many 

of the Gr. fathers where wpowar. oc- 
curs, though never found in the N. T. nor in 
the Sept. 

2. I would now bracket rév before Osdy, fr. 
ABCD!FG, since internal evidence is against 
its authenticity, from its being more likely to be 
: , a8 thought necessary,—which is not the 
case,—than removed for no particular reason. 

4. I have brackd +o before dpeiX., cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. almost all the uncials and 
very many curss. [add nearly all the Lam. and 
Scr. copies, besides Mus. 5115, 7142, 5588 
11836, & Cov. 3 & 4, omd by Mill], confirmed 
by internal evidence, from the rod being prob. 
introduced by critics, because (so thinks Al.) 
agreeing better with the idea of a definite obli- 
gation incurred. 

12. vy before dxpof. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDFG & very many curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 90, 96, Scr. f, 5; h, k, 1, n, 
o, Mus. 7142, Cov. 3, omd by Mill], confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as the art. was 
more likely to be supplied as necessary (which 
it ie wot after the preposition), than removed for 
no particular reason. 

13, rou before xéoyov is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCDEFG & several cures, [add 
Lam. 1185, 96], confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch ag it was more likely to be tntroduced 
as thought needed than removed. 

19. Before xavev., Ln. cancels ov, fr. ABC 
673, 93, 137, Syr., & 2 erie of Vig. But the 
reading is, as Al. shows, forbidden by the con- 
text. Though the question is how what is se 
required by the context came to be lost? Al. 
thinks “the erasure was occasioned by the use 
of «ail instead of otdé before ri» véexpwor.” 
But that was, I apprehend, not the only, nor the 
chief, cause,—which was rather a misunder- 
standing of the unusual expression ov KatTevonce, 
equiv, to our Eng. phrase did not mind = heed, 
held tt cheap, equiv. to ob xatepover, did not 
regard tt—a very peculiar expression, and hence 
likely to be misunderstood ; though Galen, wepe 
évonvoias, |, iii. p. 198. 21, testifies that it very 
oft occurs in Hippocr., e.g. p. 1151, ob xaTevoat, 
which Galen explains by xaredpovet, as supr. 
ii, 4, paxp. xaradpoveis: Heb. xii. 2, aloyu- 
yns Katadpoyvnoas. And the sense is very 
suitable here, since Abraham's faith overcame 
the difficulty at which he had staggered, so that 
he no longer heeded it. “Hdn is cancd by Tis. 
2 & 3, fr. BFG 47, 213, Syr., Ar., & A&th. 
verss., and 3 of the most ancient copies of the 
Vig., and marked for omission by Gr., and 
brackd by Ln. 2, but retained by Scholz and 
AL, rightly, since internal evidence does not com- 

nsate for scanty external, from its being more 

ikely to have been removed by critics as super- 
fluous,—esp. as abs. fr. several verss., where 

over by the translators,—as it has been 
elsewh., e.g. Mk. xiv. 15, 24 (whore see note), 
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Lk. xxiii. 44, in BL, & xxiv. 29, in BL, where 
seo notes. : 

21. xai before wAnpod. is cancd by Tis. 2 & 
3, not Ln., fr. D4EFG, It. & Vig. But insuffi- 
cient external evidence is not compensated by 
favourable internal, since the xai was far less 
likely to be inserted in all the MSS. exc. 4, than 
in those 4 to be removed as superfluous: though 
the repetition of xai where, in strict propriety, 
better away, is frequent in the N. T., forming 
almost a characteristic of the Pauline diction. 


V. 1. For Zyouev, Sch. & Ln. | edit Zxwpev, 
fr. AB'CDKL & 30 curss. [add Scr. f, h, m, 
Mus. 11836]: while Tis. & Al. retain Zyomep, 
csp. as confirmed by internal evidence, on the 
ground that the hortatory form is inadmissible, 
the whole ge being declaratory in character, 
which excludes exhortation. Moreover, éxyoney 
is, as I have shown at large, called for by the 
course of reasoning. Hence it appears how un- 
critical it was in Card. Mai to edit éywpep, 
since that reading, a 2da manu, came doubtless 
fr. the original scribe only, by the freqt inadver- 
tence of scribes in confounding w and o. 

2. I am now inclined to think, with Al., that 
TY wiores after éoxnx., or itsv. |]. dv ry wlora, 
arose fr. glosses explanatory of the manner of 
access ; and thus internal evidence compensates 
for the scantiness of external, which is only that 
of BDEFG, It. & Eth. verss. The extent 
to which the interpolation went, was prob. occa- 
sioned through the medium of the marginal 
scholia and the lectionaries. 

8. 6 eds is placed before instead of after eis 
juas in DEFGI & 2 curss., It. & V]g., later 
Syr., & some fathers; it is also ed. by Tis.; 
while Al. expunges 6 Qeds, fr. B alone—a course 
which he affirms “ crit] principles render neces- 
sary: whereas such principles, rightly under- 
stood and properly applied, fordid it, inasmuch 
as the omission of the words in one MS. only 
may well be accounted for without supposing in- 
terpolation, namely, fr. the effect of the variation 
of order in the two words; wh. variation almost 
always carries with it more or less of omission. 

12. els rév xdo. are by Tis. 3 placed before, 
not after 7 duap., fr. DEFG, It., & many copies 
of Vlg., an arbitrary change of order, prob. sug- 

ested by the Lat. copies. ‘O @avaros after 

«HAO. is cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. DEFG 62, & 
several Lat. copies. The words may be, as Al. 
pronounces them, a gloss specifying the subject 
of d:7X8., and if so, it came in through the marg. 
schol. : but far greater external evidence is re- 
quired to warrant the erpungement of the words, 
wh., however, I am willing to bracket. 

13. For éAXoyeira:, A has éAXoyaro, and 3 
cures. [add Scr. f] have gAAoyeiro; and the 
former reading is placed by Ln. in the margin of 
his text; though there is not the slightest ves- 
tige of evidence for the existence of z\Xoyaw, for 
even Aoydw, in Lucian, Lexiph. ch. xv., js only a 
term coined by Lucian to ridicule the coining 
of words by Lexiphanes. In short, é\Xoyaro 
seems an error of scribe for é\Xoyeito, which 
may be an alteration of critics (formed on the 
Syr., Vig., and other yerss.), who thought the 
as 2 tense here more suitable than the present. 

¢. For tq row évés, Tis. & Al. read év evi, 
fr. ADEFG : but it seems a mere critl correcn 
for compression and neatness of style, as Ln. 
seems to have thought, since in his 2nd ed. he re- 
storcs the t. rec.; while in his Ist ed. he had 
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edited év rw évi, a mere conjecture founded on 
no evidence whatever. 


VI. 1. For éwxtuevotmev, Ln., Tis, & Al. 
read —venuey, fr. ABCDEFG & above 20 curss. 
[add Lam. 1183, Scr. m, 0, and k, 1, m (I sus- 
pect) now éwipeiywuev], Mus. 16184, and con- 
firmed by greuévouev, adduced fr. K & man 
curss. [add Lam. 1185, 1196, Scr. m, Mus. 7142, 
11836]: and it may be the true reading, as also 
may duapricwpey at v. 15, where it 1s attested 
by yet stronger external authority, namely, AB 

DEKL & above 30 cures., excl. of Lam. 1184, 
1190, 95, 96, Ser. m, n, Mus. 5558, 7142, 11836, 
& Cov. 2, omd by Mill. I am now inclined to 
receive the sae pai in both passages; though 
the reading is, | admit, an open question. 

12. At the latter part of this verse there is 
some diversity and confusion in the MSS., and 
consequently uncertainty of reading; so that 
editors adopt different views. Wets. & Matth. 
retain and justify t. rec.: but Griesb. & Scholz 
cancel the words airy éy rats éw0. abou, fr. 
DEFG & a few curss.; while Ln., Tis., & Al. 
cancel avrg év, fr. ABC & 6 curss. The course 
pursued by Gr. & Sch. is quite unjustifiable; 
since it leaves the passage miserably curtailed 
and crippled. The text of Ln., Tis., & Al. is 
that which I have all along adopted; and it is 
strongly supported by the authority of all the 
ancient verss, of any weight, confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence. It is not probable that the words 
airy évy were removed (as Matthei thought), in 
order to clear the sentence; for even tcith them 
it is by no means overloaded. Besides, the state 
of the evidence, however confused in its details, 
evidently points at the last-mentioned text as 
that fr. which the others may have sprung, and 
£0 may prob. be the original and genuine one. 
The only objection to it is the extreme harsh- 
ness it involves, for we no where else read of the 
lusts of sin, but only of the lusts of the flesh, or 
of the body ; to remove which several ancient 
cures. have abrw; yet the irregularity of the 
diction may be tolerated, because sin might be 
meant to be personified as a tyrant—just as supr. 
v. 6, 7, it is viewed as a master over a slave. 

15. On the true reading here at duapr., see 
note supr. v. 1. 


VII. 6. For awo€8avévros, Ln., Tis., & AL 
read —vec, fr. ABCKL and, Tis. says, above 
60 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 90, 96, Ser. f, 
g: h, k, 1, m, n, 0, and all the Mus. MSS. col- 
ated by me, including Cov. 3, omd by Mill]: 
and internal evidence confirms strong external, 
since awoVavoyros prob. arose fr. scribes who 
were led into error by the vouov preceding. 

8. Tis. 3 reads xarnpy., fr. B'DE & 3 curses. 
{add Lam. 1184, 85, 96, Mus. 7142] : but B, teste 
Maa, has xaratyy., as also at xv. 18, where see 
note. 

13. For yéyove, Ln. & Al. read éyévero, fr. 
ABCDE & 3 curss. {add Lam. 1183), Method. 
& Dam.: and Al. pronounces t. rec. “a correen, 
the historic aorist ngt being understood :”" but I 
still retain, with Tis. 2& 3, yéyove, iyévero being 
the correction, namely, by an arbitrary altern, 
through caprice, for yéyove, such as occurs not 
unfreq. elsewh. in the MSS. of Alexn text, e. g. 
at Matt. xxiv. 2], ov« iyévero for ov yéi-yorer in 
D, Eus., & Chrys., also xxv. 6, éyiévero foe 
viyovev in B, Gal. iii. 24, iyévevo for yé-yoven 
in B & Clem., like the frequent change in the 
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same family of MSS. of éyévsro into é-ysviOn— 
no wonder, since éyevopuny, éyern0ny, and yé- 
yova are oft employed indifferently as past 
tenses of eTvac. Bec Buttm., Gr. § 113, 7, & 
§ 114. Comp. Sirach xliv. 9, éyévovro ws ob 
¥y Eyovoros. 

14. For capatsds, Ln., Tis., & Al. read cap- 
xuvos, fr. ABCDEFG & many curss. aied Lam. 
1183!, Scr. 0, Mus. 5115, & Cov. 3, omd by 
Mill}, with some fathers. Internal evidence is 
almost equally balanced ; but the scale rather 
turns in favour of —x0os. Al., indeed, supposes 
-xds to be a corrn to more usual and apparentl 
more appropriate word. The two words are 0 
confounded in N. T., but not in the class. 
writers, where —voc is almost confined to the 

hysical, and capxrads to the figurative sense : 

ut not so in N. T., where —vos is quite as much 
used in the phys. Accordingly, it was likely 
that «és shd be brought in for —vos by the or- 
dinary revisers of the middle ages. That Paul 
shd use the form capxtvos were of itself very 
probable; and this is confirmed by the authority 
of very strong external evidence in the most 
ancient MSS. both here and at | Cor. iii. 1 and 
Heb. vii. 16, where Tis. truly observes: ‘ Du- 
bitari nequit quin utraque forma A postolorum 
state eundem in sensum adhibita sit.” It occurs 
occasionally in the Sept., either in the text or 
the vv. ll. See esp. Ezek. xi. 19, xxxvi. 26, 
where it is used in the figurat. and metaph. 
sense, as said of the heart, as opposed to ArBivn. 
It never, I think, occurs in either Joseph. or 
Philo; and in the class. writers it is confined to 
the physical sense, fleshy, fut. Under these cir- 
cumstances I wd nowedit capxsv. in al] the three 
passages, i.e. here, 1 Cor. iii. 1, and Heb. vii. 16. 

15. rovro before rpdccw is cancd by Tis. & 
Al. (not Ln.), fr. DEFG, but no curss. : and in- 
ternal evidence is rather against it, since the 
word was far more likely to be removed, as un- 
necessary and as occasioning a tautology with 
the next, than inserted. 

Al. pronounces that there is no distinction 
here, as in Joh. iii. 20, 24, between wpacow 
and row, for they are interchanged in vv. 19, 
20. But that is not quite certain: and surely 
there is no reason why the distinction (wh. is 
admitted by philologists to be well founded) shd 
not be made here, wpacow denoting such conti- 
mued action as has become habitual, while woréw 
denotes simple action, though sometimes used of 
repeated and continued action, as not unfreqy in 

. T. It was for want of seeing this distinction, 
or supposing that the strongest term shd come 
last, that some ancient critics interchanged the 

sition of the two terms, as we find attested in 

SS. 7, 26, 37, 80, 91, 110, 238 al., to wh. I 
add Cov. 3, omd by Mill. Besides, those MSS. 
abound in the most daring and licentious altera- 
tions, esp. by omission. 

17. I wd now read, with Ln., Tis, & Al., 
&dAd, fr. BDEFGL, also supra vi. 14, fr. 
BCDEFG, confirmed by internal evidence, the 
form, wh. brings in a concurrence of two vowels, 
esp. where the last was the aspirate, being very 
ancient; though in after ages the roughness was 
smoothed by the use of an elision. Thus I wd, 
with Tis. & Al., read d@AAa atv. 19, fr. BD, 
also at v. 20, from BD, as also at viii. 9. 

18. For ovy eipioxw, Lu., Tis., & Al.ed. od, 
fr. ABC 47—693, Cop. vers., Method., & Cyr. ; 
and Al. remarks that the absence of edp. in 
ABC, and the variations of yiraoxw and ixw 
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are too strong presumptions of an interpolation 
to admit of its being retained. But those varia- 
tions do not prove: interpolation, since they only 
present two glosses on a use of evp. 80 rare, that 
another example cannot, I believe, be found. 
In short, the expungement of the word arose 
merely fr. the critics stumbling at the idiom, wh. 
they thought might be dispensed with by sup- 
posing wapaxerra: supplied from the preceding 
context; though they were not aware that of the 
ov, thus used at the end of a sentence, there 
exist very few exx. in the class. writers, and, I 
believe, not one in N. T. 

20. éyw after OéAw is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & 
Al., fr. BCDEFG & many curss. [add Lam. 
1183, Scr. o], with It, Vig., Syr., Arm., & 
Eth. verss., Cyr. & Chrys.: and Al. pro- 
nounces it “a correcn for emphasis, or for uni- 
formity with iyw below.” ‘The latter is too im- 
prob. to be thought of, and the former cannot, 
at least with any regard to the integrity of the 
Sacred Word, which cannot but be corrupted by 
withdrawing an important portion of sense on 
mere surmise. Tis. now, it is to be hoped, 
views the removal in this light, since he has re- 
stored the word to his text. See my note on 
Joh. i. 20. 

23. Before the 2nd ra vouw Tis. 3 prefixes 
év, fr. BDEFGK & 10 curss, [add Lam. 1182}, 
83, 84, 90, 96, Scr. k, m, n. 0, Mus. 5115, 5588, 
7142, 16184], It., Vig., Cop., Goth. & Sah. 
verss.; and since internal evidence is quite in 
its favour, from its being the more difficulé read- 
ing, I shd be disposed to adopt it, were it capable 
of any admissible construcn or tolerable sense ; 
but as that is not the case, I must suppose the 
év to have arisen, by inadvertence of scribe, fr. 
the iy just after, the text of the whole verse 
having evidently (we may suppose, at an earl 
period) got into confusion, though not in thes 
respect from the influence of the Latin copies, 
since for tm leye the true reading of the It. & 
Vig. is, as found in the Cod. Fuld. and others, 
in legem, the error having arisen fr. the abbre- 
viated reading legé for legem. 

25. For evyapiot@ tw, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
Xaoue Te Vew, fr. BC? 213, with some counte- 
nance, as they think, fr. DEFG 38, It., & Vig. 
But that that reading is a manifest altern of cri- 
tics, who thought the words an answer to the inter- 
rogation, is quite plain; yet such there is not; 
though strict regularity of composition might re- 
quire it. In ehort, the t. rec. is a brief mode of 
expressn, wh., fully evolved, wd have stood thus: 
6 Veds, dia "Inoov Xpiorop, &c., w evyupiorw. 
There is, however, more of exergy in the other 
mode, inasmuch as brevity of this kind is closely 
connected with pathos, considering that it is a 

Y : tion of deep thankfulness (similar 
to another elsewhere, 1 Cor. xv. 57, tw d& Gew 
Xapis Tw CidovTe hutv TO vines da Tov Kuplov 
nuwy 'Inco’ yptarov), occasioned partly by 
sympathy for the wretched person ir spoken 
of, but chiefly by that deep, thankful remem- 
brance of his own deliverance from sin and 
Satan, q.d. Yea, I do thank God that J am de- 
livered. There is no objection to the sentiment 
of the reading adopted by the above-mentioned 
editors, if, at least, it be mut considered, as it is 
by Al., in the light of an answer to the pre- 
ceding question; for such it canvot be, any 
more than evyaptorw is; neither did the critic 
who formed the emendn intend it to be, but 
only as a polishing of the somewhat homely cx- 
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pression ebyapter@; and the turn, thus given 
to the expression, was suggested to him by the 
above-mentioned passage, | Cor. xv. 57. 


VIII. 1. On further consideration as to the 
genuineness of the words ui) xatTa oapxa— 
arvevua, 1am induced to double-bracket them 
all, on external evidence, not very strong indeed, 
and to which I cannot add, but which is quite 
confirmed both by internal evidence, and by the 
Pesch. Syr. vers. The words were prob. de- 
rived from the marg. scholia and the lectionaries, 
where they might seem unsuitable to conclude a 
lection. 

1l. [ still continue to read rd évotx. ab’rou 
Tlvetpua (fort. rec. Tov évorxouvros a. JIvevpa), 
fr. BDEFGJKL & many curss. [add Lam. 
1190, 96, Scr. f, g, hh, k,1, n, 0], with the Syr., 
It., Vlg., Sah., Arab. verss., and several 
fathers, confirmed by internal evidence, from its 
being the more oh a reading, and the con- 
strucn far less usual. 

14. For elowy viot Geov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
viol elo. Oeou, fr. BFG, without any curas. ; 
though A]. pronounces the t. rec. a corrn of order, 
as also, he says, is vloi Gzov elo. in ACDE & 5 or 
6 curss. : but the many variations of order lessens 
one’s confidence in any one, and that presented in 
B is so stiff and stilted a construction, that, were 
any change necessary, I should prefer either of 
the other two. 

17. 1 would now read, with Tis. 3, cvvpxAnp., 
fr. AB'DEFGL [add Scr. n]; also cuvwdcy., 
fr. ABCDEFG [add Lam. 1183, 1196, Mus. 
7142), also at v. 16 cuvuapr., fr. AB!DEFG 
& Scr. n; aleo, at v. 22, for cvoreva{er, we 
have ovverey., fr. B'!D!FG [add Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill). 

23. Al. remarks that the text here is in inex- 
tricable confusion : and that the var. lectt., wh. 
he and Tis. report, show that such was prob. the 
case at an early period. Be that as it may, I 

e with him and Tholuck in thinking that 

e variations here existing have mainly arisen 
fr. the unusual positn of nuets in the t. rec., 
wh., therefore, Al. has (with myself) retained. 
It were to be wished that Tis. had, in his 3rd 
ed., folld the ex. of Thol., Al., & myself, rather 
than that of Ln.; though he has only brackd 
the word ; and yet, to make up for this modera- 
tion, he has transposed xai from before to after 
nuets, fr. only AC & 4 curss.—manifestly a critl 
correcn to remedy the so-thought flaw in the 
composition. 

. For rats da@eveiacs, In., Tis, & Al. 
read +7 —vela, fr. ABCD & 7 curas. [add Ser. 
n, and the Leic. MS.]: and internal evidence 
being in its favour, it may be the genuine read- 
ing ; though it may have been a crit. correction 
suggested by the Vig., Syr., & Ar. verss. 

IIpooevEwmueOa is ed. in Tis. 2 and 3, fr. 
DKL & 60 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 
90, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, n, 0, Mus. 5116, 
5588, 7142, 11836, 16184): but it is prob. a 
mere correction for easier reading. “Ywép nuwy, 
just after, abs. fr. ABDEG & 67, may be, as 
Al. avers, a mere supplemy additn, but it may 
have been lost by inadvertence of scribes. 

27. Since in all the other pas of N. T. 
where épevvdw occnrs, the Cod. either has 
épauy., or had it formerly, pr. manu, I cannot 
doubt that here, too, it had it formerly, though 
altered so nicely as to escape the observn of 
collators; or if that was not the case, that at least 
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the original of B had ipavy. This liar 
spelling oft occurs in the Sept., at least in the 
uncials and the most ancient curss., both in the 
primit. ép. and the compound éEepevvaew. The 
original reading of C here was prob. épaue., s 
commixture of the two readings, wh. had in the 
original, it seems, been written one above the 
other. 

28. Oeds after cuvepyet is inserted by Ln., 
fr. AB, perhaps fr. a marg. schol. introduced 
into the text, or rather a crit. altern caught up 
fr. Orig., to get rid of a difficulty, which, after 
all, is only such in noe, and vanishes b 
rei able exegesis of Calv., Bullinger, and T. 

quin. 

At d&ya8dv, Ln. prefixes vd, fr. I & 26 curse. 
had Lam. 1182 (not 83), 85, 90, 96, Ser. f, k, 

us. 11836, 16184, & Cov. 4, omd by Mill}, 
Clem., Orig. 2, Chrys., Cyr. Jer. But internal 
evidence does not compensate for insufficient 
externa], since 7d was more likely to be added 
by critics in order to introduce a plainer sense 
and one more agreeable to custom. So Rom. ii. 
10, iii. 8, v. 7, vii. 13, xiii. 4, xv. 2. And thus 
the sense would be, “their g .” But the 
adject. without the art. is capable of s sufficiently 
good sense, for brinying about good, meaning, by 
sar a their temporal and eternal eels 

, 34, As respects the disputed punctuation 
of these verses, a question wh. espy hinges on the 
adoption or rejection of the inte tion after 
é:xalev, I am still of the same opinion, with 
Thol. & Tis. 2 & 3, whose note there goes far 
to close what had been an open question; to 
whose citations fr. Athan., August., Ambr., & 
Eucher., I add Isidor., Hisp. de Offic., Eccles. 1. 
ii., adduced by Jacks. of Leicester in the note 
to his Gr. Test. As to the harshness of constra 
(urged as an objection to that mode by Al.) wh. 
is involved in Xpiorow folld by the éeo parti- 
ciples, it is, esp. as occurring in a com such 
as this Epistle, by no means formidable. The 
xai before éyep@eis is cancd by Ln., fr. ABC & 
10 curss. (add Scr. g, k, 1): while Tis. & AL 
retain it, with reason, since internal evidence is 

uite in its favour. See my note on Lk. xviii. 

- The xai before éyruyy., brackd by Ln, fr. 
AC & 10 curas. [add Lam. 1183, Scr. 0], comes 
under the same category. 

36. I wd now read, with Ln, Tis., & Al., 
gvexey, fr. ABDEFGL & many curse. [add 
Scr. m,n, Mus. 5515 & 5588], confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, inasmuch as this somewhat 
rare Attic form has been eleewh. excluded b 
the usual one gvexa. See Matt. v. 1), xix. 5, 
Mk. x. 29, xiii. 9, Acts xix. 32. 

38. The transposition of ore Svyduee from 
before obra iveor@ra to after odre pédXorTa, 
adopted by Lu., Tis., & Al., rests on strong 
authority, namely, ABCDEFG & 10 curss. 
[add Scr. mJ, It & Wig. (MSS.), Cop., later 
Syr., Orig., Euseb., Cyr., is somewhat confirmed 
by internal evidence, and is prob. the genuine 
order of the words, which had, it seems, from 
various causes, got into confusion. 


IX. 3. The transpn by La., Tis., & Al., of 
auvro: tyw from before to after dva@ena elvat, 
fr. ABDEFG & 1 curs. (No. 5), is questionable: 
it has every appearance of being a mere erit 
correcn of order suggested by Latin copies of the 
Ital. vers. 

1). For xaxdv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read @avies, 
fr. AB & 8 curss., also Orig. 3, Cyr., & Damasc.: 
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and Al. pronounces xax. “a substitution of 
more usual term.” It may be such; but the 
extremely small amount of authority for g@avx., 
only 10 MSS. in the closest connexion, together 
with other reasons, dissuades its adoption, esp. 
since muvAov may have heen a correction o 
Alexn critics to a more definite and a neater 
term. Besides, the state of the evidence at a 
kindred passage in 2 Cor. v. 10 (eire aya. sire 
xax.) dissuades the altern here, inasmuch as 
there xaxdv has been, indeed, displaced by gav- 
Ao, occg, howr, only in C & 4 curss. [add Lam, 
1185 & Orig. 6]; on wh. slender evidence Tis. 
& Al. have ed. gavAov; while Ln. rightly re- 
tains xaxov; and his example Tis. & Al. would 
have done well to follow, which might have 
induced them to recall the hasty decision here 
made, on the ground that since xax. had on one 
occasion been altered to gavAow by ancient 
critics, so might it here. And the difference in 
external evidence for @avAoy is not sufficient to 
turn the wavering balance. Were it not for 
that paseage, one might think it very possible 
that xaxoy had come fr. a marginal gloss. And 
avdov is explained by xaxcy in the Lexicon 
of Zonar., &or Hesych. thrice, since for pavAov" 
Kaxdy, everdis, Hesych. must have written @. 
xaxov, dedés. But, fr. the state of the evidence 
here, we shd not be warranted in receiving 
gavrov. As to the decided testimony of Orig. 
in its favour, that does not weigh much; and 
his frequent use of the reading seems chiefly im- 
portant as pointing out the quarter from which 
this critl emendn for elegance originated. 

For t. rec. rou @eov woc8., I have, with 
Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. wpo0. 
ov Ueou, fr. almost all the uncials & very man 
curss., excl. of nearly all the Lam., Scr. 
Mus. copies, aleo the Compl. edn. 

12. Tam disposed now to read 266é6n, wh. I 
can confirm fr. almost all the Lam., Scr., & 
Mus. copies, but not fr. B*, since there, Maio 
teste, the reading is é6pn8n. 

15. tw M. yao is ed. by La., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDEFG, but, I believe, no curss.: and it has 
more the appearance of a correcn of order than 
t. rec. 

16. For éXeotvros, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
éA s@vroe, fr. ABDEFG & 39 alone: and in- 
ternal] evidence is in its favour, confirmed by v. 
18 and Jude v. 22,—the slender external evi- 
dence there found being compensated by strong 
internal in its favour, inasmuch as the form in 
—dw seems to have been a common Gr. form, 
as it is termed in the Etymolog. Mag.; though 
prob. peculiar to certain countries as & provin- 
cialism of Syrian and Egyptn Gr.; and this is 
confirmed by its occurrence in Manetho & 
Clem. Alex., both Egyptian writers; though, in 
the latter, Aaa for éA eT rests on only one copy, 
but page confirms é\¢@ here & at v. 18, found 
only in D'IFG. 

19. A second ody is introduced by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BDEFG, but no cursive; though 
that want of authority is made up by internal 
evidence in its favour, since the word was prob. 
expunged by critics for the purpose of removing 
a tautology, to soften the harshness of which 
some revisers of the middle ages removed the 
ovy further off. Tap is found before BovA ym. in 
nearly all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies: and 
Card. Mai attests its existence in the Cod. B. 
I shd suspect that its absence arose, as Wetst. 

Thought, fr. a typographical error in the Elz. ed. 
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of 1624: but that seems to assert by implica- 
tion that it is absent fr. some curss., which in 
his 2nd edn Tis. styles ef cet. ; but why not 
specify in a case of doubt like this ? 

2U. mavouvye is transposed by Ln., Tis. 1, & 


f Al., from before to after w dvQp., fr. AB 37, 


471, 116 [add Scr. m (Leic. meh: and Al. 
pronounces the ordinary positn of the words “a 
correcn to suit the arrangement in LK. xi. 28, 
Rom. x. 18, & Phil. iii. 18. ‘‘ Had,” he re- 
marks, “the uéy been transposed in AB, &c., 
to avoid placing it first in the sentence, the eame 
var. lect. would have occurred in the other places, 
which it does not.” But we can never safely 
reason on the ground of a var. lect. not occurring, 
since nothing is more uncertain than its occur- 
ring. Besides, at two of the three passages it 
could not occur, for reasons obvious to any real 
scholar; and that partly applies to x. 18; and, 
at any rate, a single passage will prove nothing. 
That Tis. sees the matter in this light is plain, 
since he has in ed. 3 restored t. rec., which is 
found in all the MSS. exc. 6, and is confirmed 
by internal evidence, from its being far more 
likely that the Alexn critics shd have altered 
the ordinary position of zéy to one required by 
class. propriety of language, than that the other 

ition shd have been altered in all the copies 

t6. The tampering of critics is attested by 
the absence of ys in B—a removal occurring in 
almost all the passages where uév ody ye occurs, 
though only in the ancient uncials. The re- 
moval of usvovvye, found in BDEFG 14, It., 
Vig., & Eth. veres., also infr. x. 18, in FG & 
It. a, f, g, is only another mode of amending the 
flaw in diction; and the reading of Chrys. ob 
pevouvys, & &vOp., is a third, and that in quite 
elassical diction. 

23. Tis. 3 has, with Ln. 2, restored the in- 
terrogn at éd&av, wh. he had, with Gr. & Ln. I, 
removed; but, as Al. & myself have shown, 
wrongly. 

26. Here, as at supr. v. 12, Lu., Tis., & Al. 
edit £666, fr. 5 or 6 uncials & many ancient 
curss.; to wh. I can add almost all the Lam. & 
Scr. copies, and several ancient Mus. ones, in- 
cluding Cov. 2, 3, 4, omd by Mill: and the 
form being Alern, it is supported by internal 
evidence, because likely to be altered to the 
other and more usual purer Greek one. 

27. For xardAetupa, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
bwox., fr. AB & Eus.; and Tis. & Al. regard © 
the t. rec. as an altern of reading derived fr. the 
Sept., where no copy has dwcA. But, consider- 
ing the extreme slenderness of the authority, it 
is more probable that the correcn is on the side 
of the 2 copies, wh. presented a correcn of the 
unclassical word xardA., found only in the 
Sept. 1 Regg. xiii. 15, Ecclus, xliv. 17, 1 Mace. 
iii. 35, occurring also in Gregentius, an ecclesl 
writer of the 6th cent. Hence it is prob. that 
the critics wd stumble at this impure Gr. word, 

rob. a provincialism of Alexn & Asiatic Gr. 

he éyxarax. of Chrys. is another and milder 
correcn. 

28. The words év dixatoc. St: Adyow ouvrer. 
are abs. in AB 23!, 47, 673, Syr., Cop., & Ar., 
Eus., Dam., & Aug.; and ace are cancd by 
Ln., but wrongly. They are rightly retained by 
Al. (after Tis) : but the origin of the absence 
is not rightly ascertained. They were fur less 
likely to be lost by mistake, from similarity of 
CuvTépvwy and cuvrerunpévoy-—since the words 
are not sufficiently similar-——_than to have been 
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removed by fastidious critics, as overloading the 
wording. This view is placed beyond doubt by 
the state of the text as presented in all the 
ancient verss., exc. the Vlg., and also in Theod. 
& Eus., in which the passage is corrected by 
compression in three different ways, two only of 
wh. deserve notice, namely, that of the /Eth. 
vers. & Theodor., by wh. the words fr. cuvreAaw 
to Acyov are removed, and that of AB, though 
each alike rash and unauthorized, and destitute 
of countenance, either fr. the Gr. MSS. exc. 5, 
or fr. the Sept. & Hebr. Of course, this leaves 
the difficulty in explaining the words of t. rec. 
nearly where it was: that howr is not a little 
cleared up by the able discussion of Al., with 
which the above view of the origin of the 
mutilation of the text is quite reconcileable. 

31. The reading ép0oyxev, adduced by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. FG, is a mere barbarism by error 
of scribe in the common original, which, I doubt 
not, had ép@axey, the correcn of a critic who 
thought the preter. was a more suitable tense 
than the Ist aor. The form a is one of great 
rarity, though found in Demosth. My emenda 
is confirmed by 1 Thess. ii. 16, where for t. rec. 
€p0ace the MSS. BD have ép@axe, ed. by Ln. 

After the 2nd yvouowy the word dixatoc- 
vys is cancd by Ln. & Al., and by Tis. 1, fr. 
ABDEG 47, 73, 110, Ital. d, e, g, eae & 
Procop., but restored by Tis. 2 & 3, rightly, 
since eternal evidence is insufficient, owing to 
a deficiency of curss.; and internal does not 
compensate for it, since dsxatoovvns was far less 
likely to be, as Al. avers, “a correcn for clear- 
ness’ sake,” than its absence a correcn to remove 
tautology, though not really such, but merely a 
repetition called for by the antithesis, and serving 
to promote intensity of sense. As respects the 
vouou after gpywy, abs. fr. ABFG & 4 curss., 
this has been cancd by Ln. & Tis., and brackd 
by Al. 2, but restored by Tis. 2, and finally 
expunged by Tis. 3, who remarks that é& go-ywer 
vopou oft occurs in the Ep. to the Gal., but has 
every where been left untouched. The argu- 
ment, howr, is not sufficiently cogent to turn 
the wavering scale as regards internal evidence, 
wh., weighed in a just balance, is in favour of 
the word, inasmuch as it was far less likely to 
be carelessly omd (as Al. thinks) in all the copies 
but 8, than in those 8 to have been removed by 
fastidious critics as tending to overload the 
* wording of the sentence, and esp., as wd seem, 
to improve the antithesis. Indeed, Al. might 
here have brought to mind his own remark 
a little further on, ch. x. 3, on the words rihy 
islay dtxatocdvyy placed in antithesis to ri 
Oeov dix., where he rightly retains the second 
écx., though it had been cancd by Ln. & Tis. }, 
on the authority of the very MSS. here adduced 
{though restored in Tis. 3) : and he remarks 
“that it wd seem as if dix. had been written for 
emphasis’ sake by the Apostle, and omitted 
(rather, removed) on account of the words oc- 
curring thrice in the same sentence.” True; 
but then why shd not the ancient critics have 
done in one passage what he admite that they 
did in another; the case being precisely similar, 
and the MSS. the same? In short, as the 
learned editor had prob. profited by Tischendorf's 
Geur. hpovrides in one case, why not have de- 
rived the same advan in the other? So far 
from which he is finally inclined to expunge 
vouov, and he unhesitatingly, with Ln., expunges 
yan after xpoctxoy., fr. AB'DIFG 47 [Lam, 
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1182}, wh. Tis. rightly retains and well defends, 
The insertion of yap could not arise, as Al. 
avers, fr. a period having been placed after 
vouou, for Sch. & Tis. 2, who displace the 
period for a colon, yet retain yap. As to its 
confusing the sense, as Al. alleges, had that 
really been the case, it would never have got into 
all the copies but seven. However, the cunfustun 
is only such as exists in Mr. Alford’s own mind, 
and was occasioned by his resting on the strictly 
causal sense, when he ought to have brought 
in the epexegeticul in a modified sense, where it 
may be rendered inasmuch as, seeing that. The 
rticle was prob. lost in those few copies by 
inadvertence of scribes, the yap, written by 
abbrevn at the end of a line, having escaped 
observation, as perpetually elsewhere. 

33. I am now disposed to double-bracket the 
was, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEFG 
47, strengthened by several verss. and fathers, 
and confirmed by internal evidence, wh. com- 
pensates for deficiency of external. 1t was prob. 
inserted by the revisers from ch. x. 11, where 
no critic has removed it. It is true that was 
has occasionally been removed by critics, but 
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X. 1. The » after dénots is cancd by La., 
Tis., & Al. fr. ABDEFG 47, & Cyr.: and Al. 
thinks the insertion arose from over-careful 
grammlcorrecn. But — @ correch 80 minute 
wd hardly have got into all the copies exc. six; 
whereas omtssion was likely to happen in those 
few, esp. being in so close aconnexion. The art. in 
this epexegetical use, i. e. repeated for erplana- 
tion, is not unfreqy passed over by scribes; but 
even when so used, its epexegetical force is oft 
very faint, and shd never be too much pressed on. 

or Tou ’iag., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
a’rwy, fr. ABDEFG and 7 curss., and several 
verss., with Qrig., Cyr., & Chrys.: and Al. 
pronounces the t. rec. an explanatory gloss. But 
it is more probable that avr@y arose from a 
correcn of composn. ’Eoviv, wh. I have brackd, 
and Ln., Tis.. & Al. cancd, fr. ABDEFG 47, 
may be, as Al. avers, a supplemy gloss, to com- 
plete the sense: but the deficiency of curss. dis- 
countenances the supposition. It is far more 
likely that it was lost in those 7 copies, than 
that so halting a construcn shd have come from 
the Apostle. The word is not unfreqy omd b 
scribes, or removed by critics. See Matt. i. d, 
x. 10, xviii. 7, xix. 26, Mk. iv. 31, Lk. viii. 25, 
x. 7, xvi. 15, Acts xv. 18, 1 Cor. iii. 22, 2 Cor. 
ii. 2, xiii. 5, Eph. v. 23, 1 Thess. v. 18, 1 Pet. 
i. 6, iv. 11, Rev. v. 2, and here prob. arose from 
variation of position, wh. mostly occasions more 
or lesa of omission. 

3. The 2d dixacoc. is cancd by Gr. & Ln., fr. 
ABDE 47, 178, Lect. 8, but retained by Tis. & 
Al. See note supr. ix. 31. 

14, For éwtxadéoovra:, Ln. & Al. read -cosy-~ 
vat, fr. ABDEFG 73, 115 (add Lam. 1182]: 
but Tis. retains, with me, the t. rec., and also, 
just after, ri:orevcovow for mietedcewaty, ed. 

y Tis. & Al., from the same uncials, exe. A, 
and also 70, 73, 109 [add Cov. 4, omd by Mill). 
In either case, internal evidence is in favour of 
the subj., wh. I am now inclined to adopt at 
both verbs, though not at «xnpvk. in the next 
verse, howr ed. by Ln. & Tis., fr. considerable 
authority, namely, ABDEKL and 11] cura 

add Lam. 182, and the original of 1184, where 
the scribe, fr. inadvertence, wrote dxoscec., 
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also 90, 96, Mus. 16184, Cov. 3 & 4], but 
against internal evidence, since the subjunct. 
was br likely to creep in fr. the subjunctives 
at v. 14. 

15. The ra before dyad is cancd by Gr. 
& Ln., and brackd by AL, fr. ABCDEFG 47, 
178, Orig., & Eus., but retained by Tis., rightly, 
since internal evidence is against its absence, 
owing to the probability that the ra was re- 
moved to suit the Sept. 

17. For @eou, Ln. reads Xpiorov, fr. BODE 
and 7 curss., but it is evidently a mere arbitrary 
altern of critics, who not unfreq. substitute Xp. 
for Beou, as in Acts xx. 28, riyy éxx. rou Xpr- 
orov, and Rom, xiv. 10, re Bi. rov Xpicrov. 
See note tnfra xv. 32, d:a GeAnjp. Xprorov, & 
comp. Col. iii. 15, 4 alp. rou Xpeorov: 2 Tim. 
i. 6, rd xaptona Tov Xpiorov: | Pet. v. 2, rd 
wotmviov rou Xaiorov. 

19. For obx iyv. ’Iog., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
"lop. obx éyv., fr. ABCDIEFG and man 
curss. [add i 1185, Scr. m]: and intern: 
evidence being in its favour,—fr. the probability 
of t. rec. being a correcn to polish the style,— 
I am di to receive it. 

20. The words dworoAyG «ai are abs. fr. DE 
FG—a manifest crit. correcn to improve the com- 
psn, though at the sacrifice of the sense, wh. 

iterally expr is equiv. to ‘is so over- 
bold as to say,” equivalent to dwordA ues Xéyet, 
as in several of sch., Philo, Diod., 
& Plut., cited by me. 

After edpéOnv, Lo. & Al. subjoin és, fr. 
BD'FG: and Ln. (not Al.) adds the same pre- 
posn aft. gud. éyey., fr. BD: and Al. pronounces 
t. rec. a correcn for adaptation to the Sept., 
though contrary to the Heb. 5, by. But the 
reading of BD was prob. a correcn to the Hebr. 
by critics, who thought that a preposn was re- 
quired ; which is not the case, since a dat. o 
instrument wd equally serve the purpose; and it 
is found in the purest Gr. writers, even as a 
plied to a person, e. g. in Soph. Elect. 226, riv 
yap wor dvy—dxoteams éxos; Tis. prob. 
sees the matter in this light, since he has re- 
tained the simple dat. 


XI. 1. Tis. 3 edits "lopanrX ef rye, fr. AB, 
and Biviael», fr. ABG (add Ser. m, the Leic. 
MS., Mus. 5588]: while Al. adopts the latter, 
but rejects the former: and they both reject 
"Hizia at v. 2—an inconsistency not justified 
by the difference in point of external evidence ; 
and internal is in favour of e: in al) the three 
words, from the extreme antiquity of the ae 
ing: and as regards Bey., it is confirmed b 
-umy occurring in Lam. 1190, 96, Mus. 5516, 
7142, 11836, 16184, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill. 

2. Aéywv ip cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDEFG and 5 curss.: but I cannot do 
more than bracket the word, since it may have 
been expunged by critics to polish the style by 
removing something like tautology. 

3. «ai before ra Ouoiaot. is cancd by Gr., 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCFG and 9 curss., toge- 
ther with Vig., Cop., & Sah. veres., Eus., & 
Chrys.: but internal evidence confirms very 
strong external in favour of the particle, wh. was 
more likely to have been los in 14 MSS. by 
scribes passing over the abbrevn for xai, than 
interpolated in all the copies but 14. More- 
over, the accidental omission of «al very oft 
occurs, and scarcely less eo its removal by crit. 
correcn as if better away. This may have been 
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the case here, since the asyndeton might be 
brought in for the sake of increasing Al 
of the exclamation. But there is more of sim- 
plicity and native force (however wanting in 
oratorical éecvorns) in the moe of the xai, 
which is strongly confirmed by both the Syr. 
verss. Render: ‘ Lord, thy prophets have they 
slain. and thine altars have they digged down; 
yea, I alone have been left, and they are seck- 
ing my life.’ Movos is used by Paul instead of 
the Sept. povwraros, wh. oft occurs in Sept. 
for ucvoc. The super]. use is very rare’in the 
class. writers, occurring only in Aristoph., Plut. 
182, & Theocr. Id. xv. 137, after whose time it 
grew obsolete, and was, it seems, retained in 
use only in the Alexn dialect. 

6. I am still of the same opinion as ever as to 
the genuineness of the 2d clause of this verse, 
internal evidence being, as I have shown, quite 
in favour of the words, whose removal may 
justly be imputed to the rashness of critics, who 
might think that as what is said in this clause 
is simply the converse of what was said in the 
former, hence it might very well be dispensed 
with. This determination of the question at 
issue, wh. I long ago saw cause to adopt, has 
since, I find, obtained the suffrage of Al., who 
remarks that “the Apostle’s object pene reci- 
sion, it is much more probable that he s i have 
writen both clauses in their present formal 
peepee than that the second should have 

n early omd [rather, removed] from its seem- 
ing superfluity.” But then why place the words 
within brackets? A yet stronger expression of 
acquiescence in this, my long since formed, deci- 
sion of the matter, is to be found in the able 
and instructive note of Tis., to wh. the reader 
is referred. 

7. I am now of opinion that internal evi- 
dence, weighed in a just balance, is quite in 
favour of rovro, found in ABCDFGL and 35 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 96, and almost 
all the Mus. copies]; which was far less likely 
to arise fr. critl correcn than rovrov, since the 
latter was almost sure to be removed by critica 
for compresen, though to the weakening of the 
force of the declaration. 

13. After wiv, Ln. & Al. subjoin ov», fr. 
ABC [to wh. I can only add Cov. 2, omd by 
Mill]; while Tis. 2 & 3 rejects it, prob. for the 
reason advanced by De Wette & Tholuck: and 
the extreme slenderness of authority for the 
word dissuades its reception; and it cannot be 
denied that ovy bas occasionally been obtruded 
by critics fr. their mistaking the construcn. 
See Matt. xxvi.24. However, I with AL, 
that it is “ not to be rejected as yielding (accord- 
ing to De Wette & Th.) no sense,” since it may 
have here (as Al. avers) a sense analogous to 
that at 1 Cor. vi. 4, But the thing can scarcely 
be raised above bare possibility; and hence I wd 
retain, with Tis, ué»y standing alone: and I 
consider the construcn to be as I have already 
traced it. As to the foree of the uév, it seems 
to have that use treated of by Robins, Lex. 
in v. wiv, by wh. the particle serves to insulate 
some person or a and so to exclude every 

rson or thing else that might be expected: see 
Buttm. Gr. § 149, and he subjoins, as exx., 
the present , 1 Cor. iii. 4, 1 Thess. ii. 
18, also Acts xxv. 9, éym wiv ovv, where the 
vv. lj. are similar to those here; and it is pro- 
bable that there, and ibly here, the ovv was 
subjoined in order to further develope the sense, 
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In the passage of 1 Thess. ii. 18, dyad péy 
TIatXos sine v. 1., wéy has exactly the same 
force as here; and this seems to fully evince the 
genuineness of thet. rec. here. As regards the ab- 
sence of uévy in DEFG and 7 curss., excl. of 
Lam. 1182, also of éyw here in A and several 
curss, [add Scr. n], it only shows the perplexity 
of the critics as to the constrn, and confirms 
the view of it which I have taken. 

20. For éexX., Ln. edits éxAao@., fr. BD! FG, 
but it is prob. a mere erro: of scribe, occur- 
ring also in the original of FG at v. 19, though 
in the 2 copies we have elxAdo@., by a mani- 
fest blunder of apelng by the scribes. 

21. urjarwe is cancd by Ln., fr. ABC and 6 
curss., wrongly, since it may have been removed 
by critics in order, as Al. supposes, to avoid the 
use of the fut. (see note on Eph. v. 33): but 
that will depend on whether Rete, shd be 
read (as it is by Ln., Tis., & Al.) fr. ACDFGL 
&, Tis. says, 65 curss., excl, of almost all the 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. It may be genuine, 
though it may be a correcn of grammns to in- 
troduce the pure-Greek fut. ind. But since 
the Ist aor. subj. is both rare and almost con- 
fined to the Sept., it is more likely to be 
genuine. 

22. The reading of B (alone), rou eo, is 
worthy of attention, but not of adoption, since 
the rov wd here be worse than useless. It was, 
I suspect, a mere error of scribe, mistaking the 
abbrevn for rjv, where the art. wd have the epexe- 

tic force (occurring in the best writers, esp. 
Thacyd. , namely, “ that of God,” for rov. Iam 
still of the same opinion as to the punctuation at 
the first clause, namely, by the placing of a 
comma after xpnorornra, as in the Vig., Ar., 
& Eth. verss., also Montan. & Bengel. This is 
required by propriety, and by the subsequent 
context, the two attributes eet in contrast being 
considered separately, and so, as Beng. remarks, 
tending to impart weight and force. That T, 
Aquin. took this view is plain fr. his comment., 
where he remarks that two considerations are 
here suggested (by the sqqugatio, wh. Peile also 
fully recognizes), of wh., he adds, the first “ tri- 
buit spem,” the 2d “‘ timorem, ut vitetur despera- 
tio, et (etiam) presumptio.” This is set more 
at large in my note in loc. How it came to pass 
that all our Eng. translre should have omitted 
the 2d the, Iam at a loss to auc and still 
more am I surprised that so able a P aia oa 
as Dr. Peile shd have passed over both. 

I am now inclined to edit, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., &woropia, for t. rec. dworopuiay, and just 
after ypnororns for —tnra, fr. ABCD! 67, 
with Orig., Eus., & Dam., since the slender- 
ness of external authority is compensated by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as the harshness, 
involved in a sliding off fr. the constracn, was 
almost sure to be softened by revisers, who 
having in view the ancient verss. universally, 
substituted the accus. for the nominat. Nor is 
the altered construcn so halting as it may seem, 
since devi is pvidently left to be mentally sup- 

lied after the two nouns (and it ts expressed in 

s. cxxx. 7, “ with the Lord there is mercy’’) : 
and the harshness thas involved will be lessened 
wy pointing Geou- just as Calv. does, and indeed 

1 our Eng. translators. The word ypno., as 
being eo strongly opposed to dworopia, rigorous 
severity, ought to rendered by Jlentty, be- 
ntgnity, equiv. to clemency. I cannot, with La., 
Ts., & Al., after Xenororns receive Geo, fr. 
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ABCD}, Vig., Cop., Arm., Eus., Dam., inter- 
nal evidence not compensating the deficiency of 
external, since it was far less likely to have 
been, as Al. mnppores, “erased as superfluous,” 
than to have been brought tz from a mar. 
schol., or fr. the Lat. verss., or fr. the lectio- 
naries, in order, as Ruckeért thinks, to guard 
5 the mistake (fallen into by Clem. Alex.) 
of understanding ypnor. to denote the benignity 
of men. 

At v. 23, besides nee just before éxxo- 
aon, I wd now, with Ln., is., & Al., for xal 
éxeitvor, edit xax., fr. ABCDFG and many 
curss., excl. of Lam. 1183, 85, 96, Scr. k, Cov. 
2,3, 4, omd by Mill, Mus. 5116, 7142, 11836, 
16184, confirmed by internal evidence, the sense 
required by the context being ‘“‘and further 
they too, if,” &c. 

25. Before éavrois, for t. rec. wap’, Tis. 3 
reads éy, fr. AB & Goth. ver. But he wd have 
done better to have, as in ed. 2, rejected both 
prepositions: though this has no competent 
authority to support it, and the deficiency is not 
made up by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
absence of the word in two copies only may be 
ascribed to the vartety of reading, wh. oft occa- 
sions omission. Some preposition was here 
needed, and the waoa being rather far-fetched, 
was sure to be altered by critics to one plainer 
and more usual, as oft. elsewh. See Matt. xx. 
20, Mk. iv. 1, xiv. 43, Lk. xii. 48, Joh. xvi. 28, 
Acts v. 10, xxvi. 22, | Joh. iii. 22, v. 15, 2 Cor. 
viii. 3, and esp. when used with dat., e.g. Matt. 
xxi. 25, where altered, as here, into éy, at Acts 
xxviii. 14, into éwi, see Matt. viii. 10, where ex- 
punged, as here, in AB. 

26. xai before aroorp. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCD 39, 47, 80. But insufficient 
external evidence for the reading is not com- 

neated by favourable internal, since it was less 
met that the wai shd have been interpolated 
in ali the copies exc. 7, and all the verss., than 
that in those 7 the xai shd have been either 
lost, as oft, by inadvertence of scribes, owing to 
an obscure abbrevn, or have been in 
order to remove a tautology occasioned by the 
three «xai’s, found at least in the Sept., which, as 
Al. observes, the Apostle adopts, as appropriating 
the expression 6 puduevos to Christ. 

30. «ai after vuets is cancd by Ln., Tia, & 
AL, fr. ABCDIEFG &, Tis. says, many cures. I 
only find seven, but can add 3 others, Lam. 
1182, 85, & Cov. 4, omd by Mill; yet internal 
evidence is adverse, since xai was far less likely 
to have been introduced unnecessarily in all the 
MSS. exc. 17 (and most of them in closest con- 
nexion), than in those 17 to have been, as Al. 
suspects, and Tholuck affirms, “‘ struck out as 
superfluous, in ignorance of the Greek usage, 
which oft doubles «ai in two parallel clauses.” 
But surely this very strong internal evidence 
against the absence of the «ai should forbid ita 
exclusion. 

33. I wd now, with Tis. 3, edit arrees Cv., 
fr. AB}, to which I may add the original of Lam. 
1182, where the present reading, difffcalt to be 
made out, is a manifest blunder of acribe, bat 
wh. seems to point at avetepavv., wh. Card. Mai 
men in consistency to have here admitted imto 

is text. 


XII. 2. I wd now, with Tis. 3, ed. 
fr. BDEFG, and, I doubt not, a few the 
most ancient curss., which will be found to have, 
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of have had, that reading. As to the readin 
—ola: at the two verbs, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. AB7DEFG and about 14 curss. {add Lam. 
1185, 1195, Ser. g, k, n, Mus. 11836, 16184), 
they suppose the infinitives to be suspended on 
wapaxa\t, at the beginning of the preceding 
verse: and thus internal evidence might seem 
in their favour from their being the more difficult 
reading; but that canon of criticism does not 
apply to a case like this, where the reading may 
very well besu to have arisen from ttacism, 
to wh. indeed Mill ascribes it, with reason, since 
the MSS. adduced for the infin., uncials as 
well as curss., almost wholly, as even the 
es of Mr. Scrivener’s collations will abun- 
antly show. Besides, the construcn with the 
infinitives makes the sentence too long-drawn 
to suit the compact style of Paul, and rather 
weakens the force of the address, in which 
there is first the word of entreaty,—then folld 
up by that of injunction, couched under warn- 
ing,—and then the word of monition, as to what 
they are to strive to effect. The connexion is 
ably traced by Th. Aq., Hyper., Bulling., and 
Calv.; and from the course of reasoning it is 
quite plain that the words are not a continua- 
‘tion of the former, but constitute in some 
measure a fresh sentence, connected, however, 
with the former, so that the true punctua- 
tion seems to be that adopted by Vat., Gratz., 
& Tis., A\arp. buwy’ kai yap &. The xai is 
continuative in t to sense, and the full im- 
port is: ‘“‘ And accordingly, such being the case, 
wherefore :”” moreover the character of the mat- 
ter thus carried forward is, as Hyper. & Bulling. 
show, explanatory and illustrative of the fore- 
going sentiment, not only here, but at ch. vi., on 
newness of life. The same view is taken by Th. 
Aq., who, after remarking generally, that the 
Apostle shows how a man ought to present him- 
self to God, as far as s the soul, adds that he 
first forbids conformity to the world, and then, 
Qdly, enjoins grave monition in the way of warning 

and adhortation, as before by earnest entreaty. 

For uéAn woAX., Ln. edits woddA. péa., fr. 
BDEFG 113, It., Vig., Cop., Theod., & Theoph. ; 
while Tis. & Al. retain, as I have done, the t. 
rec., though internal evidence is rather in favour 
of the other order, from its scriptural simplicity. 

5. For 6 dé, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read ro dé, fr. 
ABDIFG & 47: and Al. pronounces t. rec. an 
altern to suit ele. But that such a far-fetched 
ehange shd have come into all the copies exc. 6, 
is far less likely than that +6 dé shd have been, 
as Tis. 3 thinks,_who has now restored o 6,— 
a crit] correcn to what seemed preferable ; though 
both readings are alike anomalous. 

1}. J still retain Kupiw, with Sch., Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABD°'EL and, Tis. says, nearly the 
whole of the curss, [I can add all the Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies], confirmed by internal evidence 
it being quite in the manner of Paul and, as 
have shown,—after Calv., Hyper., & Est.,—quite 
agreeable both to the scope of the address and to 
the context. 

13. For ypefas, D!FG & Theod. Mops. have 
pveias, as have also a few Lat. copies & Lat. fa- 
thers: and Al. regards it as an altern introduced 
in favour of the honouring of martyrs by comme- 
moration. But that rests on mere surmise, not 
based on a particle of evidence ; and considering 
the character of the 3 MSS., esp. the two last, 
swarming as a do with itacisms, misspellings, 
and other blunders of scribes, I feel no doubt 


that the reading arose not “ fr. priestly fraud,” 
but simply from error of scribe in the original 
of FG, by confounding wv & yo., written con- 
jointly. The scribe might well mistake xp. for 
py., from being well acquainted with the use of 
the word pyeia, to denote the charitable collec- 
tion made at the anniversaries of deceased Chris- 
tians, out of the property Jeft by the deceased, in 
the form of doles, to which it is probable the 
friends of the deceased contributed, when neces- 
sary, nvelae xaptv, and to do honour to the 
deceased. So Const. Apost. vili. 42, dst xaé 
wore ylueoOar ras Tw KoipnlivTwoy micrioy 
povelas. 

14. Tis. cancels duae, fr. B 47, 673, Amiant., 
& Clem. : but from the state of the evidence, ag 
respects other readings, it is plain that duae was 
lost by inadvertence of scribes. 

15. xai before xAaiecw is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BDIFG 47, 67, It., Vig., lat. Syr., 
Goth., Arm., & some Lat. fathers. Al. pro- 
nounces it supplementary ; but that it shd have 
got into all the copies exc. 6, is far less likely 
than that in those 6 it should have been either 
lost by error of scribe, being absorbed in the «A. 
following, the abbreviations of xai & «A. being 
so similar; or removed to improve the style, in a 
mode suggested by the It. & Vig. verss., where 
the short-cut Lat. idiom occasioned it to be 


dropped. 
iF For révrwy, Ln. edits rwy, fr. A7D1 FG 
19, 47, 55, & some It. & Vig. copies; but 
wrongly, since, as Tis. sees, the change was made 
as being suggested by the interpoln just before of 
the words éywarloy trou Geov Kal, injudiciously 
adopted by Ln.; though they were evidently in- 
serted by critics for the purpose of making this 
ge square exactly with the kindred one at 
Cor. viii. 21. 


XITE. 1, For dad, Ln. reads urd, fr. ABD? 
EL &, Tis. reckons, 60 curss. {add Lam. 1182, 
83, 84, 85, 90, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, n, 0, and all 
the Mus. copies collated by me]: but it is evi- 
dently a false correcn, fr. ignorance of the true 
force of dwo here, wh. is that of ultimate origin, 
prime cause. See note on Lk. viii. 43. The 
same error has been committed elsewh., e. g. 
Mk. viii. 31, Lk. vi. 18, Rev. ix. 18, where see 
note. 

’E€ovetac after ovea: is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABDIFG 67, Lect. 12, It, Vulg., 
Goth., /Eth., & Arm. verss., with Orig. & Iren. 
But external authority is insufficient, and inter- 
na] evidence not favourable, since Zouvc. was less 
likely to be inserted by revisers fr. marg. schol., 
than ag, ee by critics in order to polish the 
style. Besides, one can hardly think that Paul 
wd use so harsh an ellipsis; though if we could 
consider the words ov yap—Oeou as parenthetic, 
then éEovciae might mentally be supplied fr. 
éEovclars. 

The rou before the 2d 62ov is cancd by La., 
Tis. 3, & Al., fr. ADEFG and 12 curss. [add 
Scr. 1, m]: but intern. evidence is unfavourable, 
since it was more likely to be cancd as thought 
unnecessary, and in order to match with Geov 
supr., than to have been inserted as thought 
necessary. Besides, though the art. may, gene- 
rally speaking, be dé d with after a pre- 

osn, yet before a word of such gravity as Oeds, 
it is general] empires as in a similar passage 
wh. I have adduced fr. Epict. 

3. For riav dyabwv—xaxey, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
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ed. 7a dya0e—te xaxe, fr. ABDFG 6, 67, 
It., Vig., Cop., & Goth., & some Lat. fathers. 
But internal evidence is against the change, for 
as to the t. rec. being, as Al. pronounces, “a 
correcn to plural, to suit the sense,” that cannot 
be, for if the correctors had wished to introduce 
a plur., they wd have written roie ayalois 
Zpyours and tots xaxots, as in the Pesch. Syr., 
Ar.,and Pers. verss. It shd rather seem that the 
eorrecn is on the oéker side, by the Alexn critics 
stumbling at the gentf., wh. involves, indeed, a 
great harshness, and for which reason they 
changed it to the usual construcn, the dat. (as 
in Acts ii. 43, and elsewhere), not being aware 
that there is in the expression here a certain 
pregnancy of sense for poor rots wownrats 
adya0wy Epyey, as the Ath. translator saw. 

7. The ody before dwodors is caticd by La., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABD 673. But internal evi- 
dence does not compensate the deficiency of ex- 
ternal, since the particle was more likely to be 
omitted in 4 MSS., by inadvertence of scribes, 
owing to its being written obscurely and by 
abbrevn, than tnterpolated in all the rest. More- 
over, here the perce is necessary, to bind the 
exhortation to the foregoing representation : thus 
asyndeton wd be out of place. Besides, nothing 
is more Hikely than its expungement, wh. ha 
pens more or less, esp. in the Alexn MSS., at 
most of the passages where it occurs. 

8. a@AANA. dyaw. for ay. aXX. is ed. by Ln., 
Tis.,& Al., fr. ABDEG and 10 curss. But intern. 
evidence is adverse, since it was less likely that the 
t. roe. was, as Al. avers, a correction of order to 
agree with that at the next clause, than that the 
other reading shd be a correcn of style by critics to 
satay the diction. That ayazw. aAX. shd have 

en an altern of order for eo slight a reason, and 
shd have come into all the copies exc. 14 or is, is 
incredible. The same remark applies to rw 
Adyw rTovTw at next verse, adopted by Ln., Tis., 
& Ai. fr. BDEFG and one curs. [add Lam. 
1184, Scr. m, Mus. 5116, Cov. 2, omd by Mill]. 
As to ov ara ee wh. I have double-brack 
and Ln., Tis., & Al. have cancd, it is evidently an 
interpolation, for accommodation to the deca- 


logue. 

"Por éavrov, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. csavrdy, fr. 
ABDE and several curss. [add Lam. 1183, 84, 
85, 90, 95, Scr. h, o, Mus. 5116], and Iam now 
inclined to adopt it, because it is every where 
sustained, as Tis, shows in his note (which see), 
by antiquity of evidence. 

ll. the reading nuas 48n, adopted by Tis. & 
Al., fr. ABCDE 37, is far more likely to have 
been in those 6 MSS. a correcn of o to im- 
prove the style, suggested by the It. & Vig., 
than the t. rec. ‘a correcn for euphony,” as Al. 
avers. 


_ XIV. 3. For xal 6 wi, Lo., Tis., & Al. ed. 6 
63 uh, fr. ABCD 5: and intern. evidence is in 
its favour, as Tis. bas well seen, who remarks : 
** Non aptum videbatur opponi ista prioribus : 
hinc vel deleverunt di, vel cai maluerunt.” 

4, For duvatds yap tori, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read duvarsi yap, fr. ABCD'FG. But although 
intern. evidence may seem in favour of the read- 
ing, I cannot adopt it, esp. from the insufficiency 
of external authority. The reading indeed re- 
curs, at 2 Cor. ix. 8, in BCDFG, but there 
without any curs. It may, indeed, seem a stron 
confirmation of duvarat that it is found in almost 
all the copies at 2 Cor. xiij. 3, But the form 
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occurs no where else; and it is, as Dind. in 
Steph. Thes. in v. shows, such corrupt Greek, 
that we may suspect it either to have come in by 
error of scribes, for duvaras (a & « being oft 
confounded), or by licence of critics, who were 
rob. well acquainted with the form, which per- 
have had always been used in the vulgar dialect, 
and in the Greek of common life or conversation, 
but had not come into the language of books. 

6. The words xai 6 uh dpoviov—ob dpovet 
are cancd by Ln., fr. ABC!DEFG 22, 57, 673, 
It., Vig., Cop., & ith. verss., but retained by 
Tis. 2 & 3, and by Al. 2, though within brac- 
kets, why, it is difficult to say; since, whether 
the words were omd by inadvertence of copyists 
or cancd by licence of critics, both of which he 
considers as equally possible, in either case 
the genuineness of the words is indubitable. 
However, of the two the former is so far the 
more probable as to be almost certain; indeed, 
it is placed beyond doubt by the fact that 3 other 
omissions occur in this passage. 

8. For the lst axolvjoxeper, Ln. edits 
—ouev, fr. ADEFG & 10 curses. [add Lam. 
11821, Mus. 5588, Cov. 3!, omd by Mill], but 
wrongly, since it is, not indeed, as Al. supposes, 
a “correcn for uniformity,” but an error of 
scribes, confounding w and o, as at the next 
clause in not a few copies. The reading éxo- 
Odvenev in CL & several curse. [add Lam. 
1184, Scr. 1, 0] is a mere crit. correcn, whether 
ad sensum, as Al. avers, I doubt; rather, I wd 
say, ad libitum, and as prompted by the cacoethes 
emendandi, 

9. The lst xal is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABC'D!IEFG & 20 curss., Ve. Cop., Orig. 
3, & other Gr. & Lat. fathers [add Lam. 1] 
84, 96, Scr. g, Mus. 7142, Cov. 5, omd by soa 
But internal evidence does not confirm external, 
since it is more likely to have beeu either passed 
over, or expunged to lessen the number of «ai’s, 
than to have been brought ts for no particular 
reason. The words xai dvéorn are cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al, fr. ABC, Cop., lat. Syr., Arm., & 
several Gr. & Lat. fathers ; but internal evidence 
hardly compensates for deficient external, since 
the xai was less likely to have been txterpolated, 
as wd seem unnecessarily, than to have been ez- 

, prob. by the same class of critics as those 
who excluded the Ist «ai, in order to remove 
words which seemed to overload the wording. Yet 
ee me aller eer, apr in t. rec. rh ot other 
than a mode of expression hi ecri 
tural in character, and ‘lbeaes indy? be 

enuine. Render: ‘for to this purpose Christ 
th died and rose (fr. the dead), and came 
back to life, in order that,” &. Thus there is 
here a kind of hendiad. equiv. to, “and rose 
again to life,” as G. Wakef. renders sufficiently 
well for popular use, remarking in his note that 
dviorn xai dvéi{noey is a common hendiadys 
with scriptural writers, an inattention to which 
[full mode of expression] occasioned the sup- 
ehporgs of dvi{noe by some and its 
y others. But it must have been an inatten- 
tion to the matter of evidence before him that 
occasioned the learned critic so to write, and by 
80 writing to leave unexpressed xai dviorn; be- 
sides occasioning dvé{no. to be here altered to 
éCyoe, in order to conform the wording to that 
atv. 7 & 8, from inadvertence of scribes pessing 


g over the words occurring fr. juépay to nuipes, 


fr. éo@ies to éoOlec, and fr. re Gee to res Gee. 
10. For Xprerou, Ln., Tis., & Al. read@see, 





‘Uiveltness of the inte 
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fr. ABCDEFG 47 marg., It., & the most ancient 
copies of Vig., and internal evidence is some- 
what in its favour, from a certain d of pro- 
bability that Xp:orov crept in fr. 2 Cor. v. 10, 
Biparoe Tov Xpiarov, sine v.1. But the first 
rests on mere surmise, and there is, as I have 
shown, as good reason to think that X prior. here 
was altered to Gsou (as suggested by the It. & 
Vig. verse.) by the same class of critics as those 
who have elsewhere so oft exercised their craft 
in the course of this Epistle. See note on Rom. 
x. 17, where they altered in the other direction. 

4, For avrov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éavrou, 
fr. ABDEFG & many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
83, 84, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, n, 0, Mus. 5116, 
7142, 11836, 16184, Cov. 3, omd by a: 
but it yields a sense quite unsuitable. The 
true reading seems to be avrou, very oft con- 
founded by scribes with ai’rov. 

15. For 62, Ln., Tis., & Al. read xe, fr. 
ABCDEFGL & 8 curss. [add Lam. 1185, Scr. 
mn}, and since internal evidence is in its favour, 
from its being the more difficult, and indeed 
characteristic reading, I wd now adopt it. But 
how, it may be asked, arose the displacement 
of a word so suitable? I answer, by error of 
scribes in the curss., where, from the great 
similarity of the words written abbreviatim, the 
two were oft confounded. 

18. For rovrars, Lu., Tis., & Al. read rotre, 
fr. ABCDFG 5, It. Vig.. Cop., & Sah. vers. 
But t. rec. is retained by Tholuck & De Wette, 
rightly. Al., indeed, rejects t. rec. on the score 
of its being the easter ing. But the canon 
of critics to which he refers has its excep- 
tions, of which the case here forms one, inas- 
much as internal evidence, weighed in a just 

nce, is quite in favour of rovro:s, which is 
called for by the three d patbeeier just before men- 
tioned, namely, the chree spiritual graces consti- 
tuting the justification, reconciliation with God, 
and sanctification of the Spirit, forming essential 
parts of the Christian character. Accordingly, 
to read toirT@ (wh. arose, I doubt not, by the 
constant confounding of the terminations w: & 
ore) detracts not a little from the force of the 
words. Al., indeed, strenuously supports the 
genuineness of rovrw, wh., he maintains, ex- 
presses the aggregate of the three graces, and he 
takes iy rovre, with Baumg., as equiv. to 
otrmws. But this is a most unjustifiable paring 
down of the sense. 

22. After rior, Lon. adds A», fr. ABC & a 
few copies of the Vig. & 3 Lat. fathers. But it 
is a manifest correcn of critics from their stum- 
bling at the declarative sense of the words Zv 
a. éxec, and thus introducing the 9», by wh. a 

lainer sense arises, but not the sense intended 
by the Apostle, whose words are best taken, as 
they are by Vater, Sch., Ln., & Tis., in the 
declarative sense formerly adopted by Bulling., 
Aret., Grot., Est., and others. There is, as 
Aret. & Est., Vat. & Stenersen, are agreed, an 
occupatio {on which see Burkii Ind. in v. ap- 
pended to gel’s Gnom.), q.d. ‘‘ Thou hast, 
thou sayest, faith.” And internal evidence is 
in favour of this mode of taking the words, it 
being quite in the Apostle’s manner. As to the 
tion, wh. Al. thinks is 
in its favour, that wd unsuitable here, since 
it is by no means the character of this address. 


XV. 2. The yap, which I have double- 
brackd, and wh. Ln., Tis., & Al. have cancd, 


is abe. in ABCDEFGL & very many curas., 
excl. of all the Lam. & Scr., & the best Mus, 
copies. 

. For éwéwrecoyv, I wd now, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., read —cap, fr. ABCDEFG & very man 
curss., excl. of Scr. g, 1, m,n, & Mus.-Cov. é, 
omd by Mill. The t. rec. is, I doubt not, a 
corrn to more usual form, esp. as being that 


found in the Sept. 

4. For the 2nd wpoeypadn, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read iypaqn, fr. BCDEFG 674, 80, to which I 
can make no addition; and the insufficiency of 
external evidence is not compensated by internal, 
wh. is adverse, since it were far less likely that 
™posyp. shd have been “a correcn for unifor- 
mity,” as Al. avers, than éyp. a correcn of 
critics, who stumbled at apo, as here unnecessary 
and tautological, and, finding it not in several 
verss., expunged it. But in those it was only 

over, as it is in some modern translations 
which profess to follow the t. rec. Before ris 
wapaxk., Ln. & Al. insert é&d, fr. ABCL & 25 
curss. [add Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. f, g, n, Mus. 
5516, 5588, 7142, 11836, 16184), & Pesch. Syr. : 
but Tis. 2 & 3 exclude it, doubtless as unneces- 
sary, and probably for the same reason for wh. 
the ancient critics expunged it, as also to remove 
a tautology. But it is far from being super- 
fluous, since it tends to strengthen the sense. 
Hence I now insert it. 

7. For nuas, I have, with Ln., Tis. & Al., 
ed. juas, fr. ACD9EFGL & many curas. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84, 96, Scr. g, 13, m, n, o, and all 
the Mus. copies collated by me exc. 5588]; 
though suas was not, as Al. avers, “a correc- 
tion,’ as a more befitting pron., to include the 
speaker, but rather an error of scribes, who per- 
petually confound the two words. 

8. For éé, Ln, Tis, & Al edit yap, fr. 
ABCDEFG & 4 curas., to wh. I can make no 
addition ; and the paucity of curss. discounte- 
nances the reading, wh. internal evidence does 
not sustain, since in those 1] MSS., wh. alone 
have yap, it seems to have arisen fr. a correcn 
of fastidious critics, who desiderated some par- 
ticle more suitable to the subsequent words, 
prob. thinking, as does Al., that “the Apostle 
meant to offer a reason for the previous exhorta- 
tion.” But that has not been proved, Aé is 
quite as suitable, if it be taken aright, i.e. as 
having the continuative and ratiocinative force, 
like the Lat. autem and our now; and so the 
Pesch. Syr. & Arab. translators evidently took 
the particle, and so could not have read yao. 
There is a very similar case of commutation of 
the particles 6@ and yap at Mk. xiv. 2, where 
see my note. 

For yeyerjo8a:, Ln. reads yevéioOa, fr. 
BC!DEG, Lam. 1184 & Athan.; but wrongly, 
since it seems to have been, in those 5 copies 
only, either an arbitrary correcn of critics, or an 
error of scribes, confounding the abbreviation for 

eyevnobas with yevio@8a:. This is confirmed 
y yevno@ac found in Mus. 16184. 

i. wai after Aéyer is added by Ln., fr. 
BDEFG & one curs. only; but it was probably 
derived fr.a marg. schol. The reading wdévra 
+. 20yn rov xuip., ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDE 47, Vlg., It. d, e, is more likely to have 
been a correcn of order, than t. rec. an adteration 
of it, to suit the Sept. Ovher variations of order 
tend to weaken one’s confidence in the reading 
ef AB, &c. 

13. The reading of BFG, wAnpodop. suat 
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wdoy, &c., arose fr. a marg. schol., and rodpy- 
porépws in AB at v. 15, unadvisedly ed. by Ln., 
came fr. the same source. "AdeAd., cancd by 
Ln. & Tis. 2, fr. ABC, Cop., Eth., Cyr., was 
doubtless expunged by critics who, as Tis. 3 
remarks (who has now restored the word), thought 
it otiosum et molestum ; though the latter can 
hardly be supposed. 

16. I wd now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
Xpror. 'Ino., fr. ABCFG [add Scr. m, the Leic. 
MS. & Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], also It., Vig., 
& later Syr. vers., confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as the Pauline expressn Xp. 
"Inc. is constantly altered by the critics or 
scribes to the usual ‘Ino. Xo. 

17. I am now disposed to insert, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., rq before cavynou, fr. BOCDEFG 
37 [add Scr. m]; which is confirmed by 4 xav- 
Xnore supr. iii. 27, though Iam not satisfied as 
to the true force of the art.; and yet I doubt 
not that it was expunged from a misunderstand- 
ing of its force. Tow before Qeov, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., Al., & myself, fr. almost all the 
uncials and the most ancient curss. [excl. of all 
the Lam. & Scr., and all the Mus. copies except 
4], was lost by inadvertence of scribes. 

For roAmiow, toXme, found only in 
B, seems to have been derived fr. the It. & Vlg. 
verss., where, however, I suspect, audeo was a 
mere error of scribes for audebo, wh., written 
jatim, wd be taken for audeo. Ts NaAsiv 


is ed. by Ln, Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEFG 37, pel: 


80 [add Scr. m], and several Gr. & Lat. fathers, 
and is prob. the genuine order of the words. I 
cannot yet consent to read cat npy., fr. DEFGL 
et al., says Tis., though I find none among the 
MSS. known to him. However, I can adduce 
Mus. 171402 & 11836. I suspect, indeed, that 
the » arose fr. ttactsm (and certainly the four 
uncials abound in itacisms, and there is no 
small number in the 2 Mus. copies): yet -the 
occurrence of Apyacato at Matt. xxv. 16, Mk. 
xiv. 6, Acts xviii. 3, Heb. xi. 33, in BDL, & in 
AE at Acts xvii. 3, might induce one to suppose 
that it was used by Matt., Mk., Lk., & Paul; 
though, for reasons wh. see in my note on Matt. 
xxv. 16, that may be doubted. 

20. For qiAorinodmevov, ptrdoTimovpat, 
ed. by Ln., fr. BD! FG, is merely a correcn of a 
harsh constrn, such as others occurring in the 
M As to the reading woAAdais for ra 
woN Xa, at v. 22, ed. by Ln., fr. BDEFG, it is a 
manifest gloss derived fr. schol., as also is the 
awoke for lxavwy (found in BC 37, 59, 71, 
Scr. m, & the Leic. MS.) in t. rec., and heedlessly 
retained by Ln., also possibly the reading iay 
for dv, v. 34, since internal evidence is quite in 
favour of dy, found in ABCDEFG (though no 
curss. that I can find); and since éav & ap are 
perpetually confounded by the scribes, the dv may 
possibly have come fr. them, and wd be likely 
to creep in here on account of the preceding we, 
with which it might inadvertently be conjoined. 

24, The words éAtvoouar weds tmuas are 
cancd by Sch., Ln., & AL, fr. ABCDEFG & 
one curs. only; but retained by Tis. 2 & 3, 
rightly, since internal evidence is rather in their 
JSavour, it being far less likely that they should 
have been, as Al. thinks, “inserted in order to 
fill up what seemed an aposiopesis,” (from inat- 
tention to the participial constrn by which the 
participles stand as verbs), than have been in 
those few copies, most closely connected, re- 
moved, as often, by critics; why, has been shown 


ROMANS XV. 16—a!. 


by Tis. in the follg representation of the case: 
‘““Offendebat quod illud égAevoouza: quemad- 
modum his perscriptum est eventum non habuit, 
verbis eXwifw yao, &c., ad que ipsa non satis 
uadrare videbatur tam confidenter dictum 
éXzbo. wo. vu. facillimam emendationis viam 
prebentibus. Sublatis vero verbis gX. wo. iu. 
una cum yap sq. ratio textus planissima est, 
qua quemquam offendi potuisse et ad tale sup- 
lementum incitari fidei prorsus est absonum. 
ec minus improbabile yap in ABCDE, &c., 
non tam veri textus vindicem esse quam inter- 
polationem ex parte tantum abjectam testari.” 
27. For avr. elo., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. ele. 
avr., fr. oe but no Patera, and it seems 
a mere arbitrary correcn of order suggested b 
Vig. & It., and other verss. ae : 
8. +hv before Zw. is cancd by Tis., fr. 
ABDEF & 5 curss. [add Lam. 1185 & Scr. m], 
who remarks that supr. v. 28 no copy is with- 
Out it: and yet considering the loa deawa con- 
strucn there, one might rather expect its ab- 
sence: whereas its presence there would rather 
make us expect its presence here, espy at the 
end of a sentence, for at Zaway. a period shd be 
placed, not a colon, as Ln., Tis., & Al. point, 
since oléa éé (continuative), in the Pauline 
phraseology, always commences a new sentence 
(see Rom. ii. 2, iii. 19, viii. 28, Gal. iv. 13, Phil. 
iv. 15, 1 Tim. i. 8; and so in 1 Joh. iii. 2), but 
such, I think, is never the case in the Gos- 
8 


30. aéeAXooi after buas is cancd by Tis. 2 & 
3, fr. B 76 & Eth. vers. & Chrys. ; but retained 
by Ln. & Al., who observe that “though the 
variations in ae are suspicious, yet that 
the word may first have been rejected as super- 
fluous, and then noted in the margin, and 
wards inserted in the text variously.” This may 
have happened; but to suppose that it did, is 
taking too much for granted. Tis. 3 in justifi- 
cation of his exclusion, argues as follows: 
“*AédeAgol ejusmodi minime omitti solet, nec 
ubi sepius repetitur. Cf. 1 Cor. i. 10, sq., Phil. 
iii. 13 & 17, iv.] & 8. Passim vero vix dubium 
est quin aliena manus intulerit. Quapropter 
possis et de Rom. xv. 15, et 1 Cor. xi. 2 dubi- 
tare.” But the learned editor has in ed. 3 re- 
stored the word, which he had in ed. 2exp 
without any expression of doubt, for which, 
however, there seems room, insomuch that inter- 
nal evidence, weighed in a just balance, may war- 
rant the bracketing of adeAqoi here, where it 
may have come fr. the lectionaries, which here 
commence a lectio; 80 in Lam. 1182 (a copy per- 
petut textus, also fitted for use asa lectiony) déeA- 
doi is written in red ink; and that it has elee- 
where occasionally been inserted fr. the lectt. is 
indubitable. 

31. The 2nd iva is expunged by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCD! FG 67, 80, It, Vig., & Cop 
verss. But internal evidence does not compen- 
sate for insuffict external, since it was as likely 
that ¢ya shd have been removed by critics in order 
to polish the style, as that it should have been, 
as Al. supposes, inserted to fill up the elli 
Awpogopia, for draxovia, edited by Lan., fr. 
BDFG, is not a correcn to avoid cacophony, as 
Al. says, but came fr. a marg. ‘ ‘As to 
vTois ay. yévnra, adopted by Ln., fr. ABC, it 
is, like the removal of tya at the beginning of 
the verse, a polishing of style, by bringing to- 
idea éy wpoc. and 1. ayios, prob. suggested 

y some copies of the It. & Vig., of which latter 


ROMANS XV. 32. 1 CORINTHIANS I. 1. 


a few ancient copies, as the Cod. Fuld., have 
that reading. 

32. For Gzov, the xvplov of B, ed. by Ln. & 
the Xpor. “Ino. of DEFG, are alike capricious 
corrections, like Xpsarouv for Osov supr. x. 17, 
where see note, and very many other similar 
ones occurring both in the Pauline and the 
Catholic Epp. The words xai cvvavaraic. tp. 
are cancd by Ln., and bracketed by Al., fr. B 
alone, but retained by Tis. 2 & 3, rightly, since 
they were evidently removed by critics, who 
stumbled at the harshly short-cut wording, wh. 
howr presents merely a pregnancy of sense that 
has only to be evolved, as is ably done by Al, 
who accordingly ought to have seen that the con- 
fusion in the text, as far as it exists (for dva- 
Woke & u20’ buy are only glosses), throws no 
shade on the genuineness of the above words, 
ihe are confirmed by the strongest internal evi- 

ence. 

33. duis, cancd by Ln., fr. AFG 80, 109, 
178, is only another example of the licence used 
by the ancient critics, who swept away the dunp 
in almost ev where it occurs, not 
only in doxologies or ascriptions of praise, but in 
benedictions and invocations, as tafr. xvi. 24, 
1 Cor. xvi. 24, & Heb. xiii. 25, where Gr. brackets 
it, fr. only one cursive. 


XVI. 1. I wd now, with Tis. 3, ed. Kevyp., 
fr. AB'D1FG, confirmed roe evidence, 
as existing in the coins, wh. hve KENXPEAIT., 

2. Internal evidence is quite in favour of 
woody. abr., ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. 
BCDFG & 3 cures. [add Lam. 1185], and it 
may be genuine; but not guod airou, ed. by 
Ln. & Tis., fr. ABC & 12 cures. [add Lam. 
1185, Scr. m), it being, as Al. has seen, a mani- 
fest correcn. 

3. For IploxAdav, Ln., Tis, & Al. ed. 
Ti ploxay, fr. almost all the uncials and all the 
most ancient cures. (add Lam. 1185, Scr. & h, 
m,n, Mas. 5588, 7142, 11836}, strengthened by 
the It., Vig., Cop., & several fathers, & confirmed 
by internal evidence, since the t. rec. was prob. 
derived fr. Acts xviii. 5. Thus, in a similar 
passage at 2 Tim. iv. 19, Ifploxay has been 
altered to IIpiox:AAay in 20 cures, and several 
versa. 

5. For ’Ayxatas, I still retain, with Lno., Tis., 
& AL, ’Acias, fr. ABCDEFG 6, 67, It., Vig., 
Cop., Ath., & Arm. verss., and several fathers, 
confirmed by internal evidence, since, as Al. re- 
marks, t. rec. has prob. been an error of scribes, 
who had in mind drapyh tHe ’Ayxatas, | Cor. 
xvi. 15. There is, as Al. has evinced, no ground 
for supposing, with De Wette, that “Ay. was 
altered in order to avoid a difficulty, that being 
merely eared 

6. Mapiay, ed. W 
is a false correcn, wh. 


Ln., fr. ABC & 6 curss., 
elsewh. oft occurs. For 
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Huas, mas, ed. by Ln., fr. ABC? & 8 curss. 
[add Lam. 1185, Scr. g, h), derives confirmation 
fr. the reading éy buiv, found in DEFG, It., & 
Vig. But the pron. du. is so little suitable to 
the context that I agree with Tis. 3, that we are 
not to give way even to such weighty authority, 
“in tali potissimum re tot in antiquissimis tes- 
tibus rarhes (read ‘ passa’ ).” 

14, Ln., Tis. & Al. read ‘Epuyv, Taro. 
‘Eonuay, fr. ABCDIEG & 4 curss. [add Scr, m], 
together with the Ital. & the most ancient copies 
of the Vig., as also the Cop., Caten., Syr., & 
/Eth., confirmed by internal evidence as regards 
the antiquity of the evidence: and it is prob. the 
genuine reading. 

19. é’ uty obv yalpw, ed. by Ln., Tis, & 
AL, fr. ABCD & 3 curss., is manifestly a corrn 
of style by fastidious critics. I wd now bracket 
pév after copods, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BDEFGL 61 [add Scr. 0], confirmed by internal 
evidence. I wd also bracket dusy, wh. Ln., 
Tis., & Al. cancel, fr. almost all the uncials and 
very many curss., excl. of all the Lam., the Scr. 
g, k, 1, m, n, 0, and the most ancient Mus, 
eopies ; internal evidence (see note supr. xv. 33) 
nought availing against such overwhelming ex- 
ternal evidence for the absence. 

21. For dowd{ovra:, I wd now read, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., dowdCerat, fr. ABCDIFG & 
10 curss. (ae Lam. 1185, Ser. m], confirmed 
by internal evidence, the t. rec. being prob. a 
gramml corecn. . 

23, I cannot adopt, with Ln., Tis., & AL, for 
rye ixxX. SAns, Or. 7. éixx., fr. ABCDE & 7 
cures. [add Scr. m), since internal evidence does 
not confirm external, the reading being prob. a 
crit. correcn of order. 

25, 26,27. I am still of the same opinion both 
as to the genuineness of this portion, and as to 
this being its original place; though in the far 

ter part of the M so. with several verss. and 
thers, it is placed at the end of ch. xiv., and 
the position 1s adopted by almost all the earlier 
editors and critics, but rejected by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., of whom the last mentioned has ably and 
satisfactorily evinced that their original place 
was here: and Tis. 3 has strengthened that 
position by an elaborate résumé of the state of 
the evidence. As respects the somewhat un- 
usual amount of variations of reading in this 
portion, that is no more than might be expected 
fr. the peculiar character of the matter, which 
was sure to occasion it. There is, however, not 
a single variation which has any claim to he 
adopted into the text. Xprore ‘Ine. at v. 27 
in B is a freq. emendn peculiar to that MS.: 
and the Ose copw in DE arose from inadver- 
tence of scribes, wholly unaware of the weighty 
sense inherent in udvw code Be, on which see 
my notes on 1 Tim. i. 17, Jude 25. 


1 CORINTHIANS. 


Cu. I. 1. «Anrds before dador. is abs. fr. 
ABD, but no curss., and unsupported by any 
verses. Yet Ln. & Al. brackd the word, sup- 
posing it inserted fr. Rom.i.1. But it is far 
more probable that the word was in those three 


MSS, removed by critics who stumbled at the 


term, both as to its connexion with the context 
and its sense, and who, fr. the difficulty wh, 
they found, or rather made, ting it (wh. 
appears from the ancient verss.), removed it. 
Its true connexn is with dwdor., though not 
as qualifying dwdor. (q. d. ‘a called apostle,’ 
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as G. Wakef. renders), but as denoting, by an 
ellip. of ora sTvac, ‘called to be an apostle ;° 
implying the rig Seana to be an apostle, in 
other words, the being constituted to be such 
from on high, in contradistinction to being ap- 
potnted by human authority, or taking the office 
on himself. Compare the kindred expression 
«Aoi dytoe just after, and at Rom. i. 7, ‘“‘ called 
to be saints,” or holy persons: and probably 
Paul meant the two expressions to be combined 
in thought. 

13. For vip, Ln. & Tis. 2 ed. wepi, fr. BD: 
but Al. retains dip, rightly, since internal 
evidence is quite in favour of Uwrip, inasmuch 
as wepi in 2 MSS, alone is evidently a correcn 
of Alexn critics, as at Mk. xiv. 24 (but see 
note), Joh. i. 30, xii. 5, in ABD, Rom. i. 8, 
Gal. i. 8; on which passages, however, see m 
notes, and comp. 1 Thess. iii. 2, v. 10, Heb. v. 3, 
1 Pet. iii. 18, iv. 1. ‘Yorép and wep are, howr, 
oft confounded by scribes, of which see exx. in 
Steph. Thes. p. 7503 B, ed. Valpy. Tis. now 
sees the matter in this light, since he has re- 
stored Sardp, wh. Al. retains. 

14. At rw Gen, Ln. inserts pov, fr. A & 8 
curss. {add Lam. 1185, Scr. g, Mus.-Cov., omd 
by Mill), with the Syr., rors & Arm. verss., & 
several ancient copies of Vig. But it seems to 
have been introduced by critics fr. v. 4, and by 
reminiscence of Rev. iii. 12 & a few other pas- 
sages: though here it seems unsatable, as well 
as insufficiently attested. 

15. For ifawrioa, In. & Tis. 2 & 3 edit 
éBarricOyre, fr. ABC! 17, 37, 673, 80, & 5 
other curss. [add Lam. 1182]; and it is proby in 
the original of the 3 curss. which have éSaz- 
tion, an unfinished reading, together with It., 
Vig., ay $e Sah., & Arm. verss., and some 
fathers : ut Al. retains t. rec., ing it as 
“an undoubted crit. correcn,”—rightly ; though 
I cannot agree with him in tracing its origin te 
so far-fetched a sense as he ascribes it to. The 
simplest way of accounting for it is to sup 
it altered for the purpose of removing 2 manifest 
tautology, and, what is more, to remove a sup- 
posed discrepancy with the next verse; though 
that discrepancy is, as I have shown, only in 
appearance, not reality. In fact, the next words 
éBawr. dt xai are added xat’ éravopBwory, in 
in order to qualify the eas hry general asser- 
tion, where the d2 signifies ‘ but, » q. d. 
‘ But cores I did also baptize,’ &. 

20. The 2nd rovrov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. C3D°EFGI & 5 curss. [add Lam. 1182 
with several verss. and fathers. But intern 
evidence does not compensate for the very slender 
external (espy since fwo of the 6 uncials are only 
a tertia manu), inasmuch as it were far less 
likely that the rovrou shd, as Al. avers, have 
been added in order to co ond to the rou 
alwy. rovrov, than that it shd have been ex- 
punged by the Alexn critics as superfluous and 
tautological ; whereas the repetition is really én- 
tensive. It would be vain to adduce tn/*r. v. 10 
as a proof that the 2nd rovrou has been eleewh. 
interpolated, as will = i from my note there. 

22. For onusiov, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit on- 

sta, fr. ABCDEFG & 4 curss. [add Mus. 

142, Cov. 2, omd by Mill], ther with the 
Syr., It., Vig., Goth., Ar., & Atth. verss., and 
several . But they are, in a case like this, 
of little weight: and internal evidence is quite 
in favour of onpetov, as being the more difficult 
reading, for which onsta was likely to come in 
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by way of correcn to the usual term, in such a case 
as this, onuetoy; though in fact here the plar. wd 
be hardly agreeable to Tone since, as Bp. Jebb 
Saiy Seanved spas tnd’ auaudess Wi jeseral 
only required signs and mi in ; 
abundance had been performed by our Lord and 
his Apostles, abundance were at that very time 

rforming in the Corinthian Church, to which 

t. Paul was then writing.” Hence it is evi- 
dent that they were then eagerly expecting some 
particular sign of the Messiah, m and from 
the heavens, couched in astounding miracles, 

reeable to their gross conceptions. This ap- 
plication of the passage to the present conjunc- 
ture quite overrules the opinion of Tis. that 
onuetoy here was a correction to suit such pas- 
a, ik as Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4, but which in- 
volves the highest improbability that such a 
baseless correcn should have crept into all the 
copies exc. 13. 

. For"EAX., 26y., which I have, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., ed., rests on strong external autho- 
rity, nearly all the uncials, and several of the 
most ancient curss., confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as" EAA. is evidently a gloss on 
é6v., prob. derived fr. the margl scholia. 

27. For +. cod. xaratcy., Ln., Tis, & Al. 
read xat. Tr. cod., fr. BCDEL & 7 curss., with 
almost all the verss., also Orig., Eus., & Cyr. 
But though internal evidence may secm rather 
in its favour, stronger authority is necessary to 
warrant its reception. In fact, it seems merely 
an arbitrary correcn of order, suggested by 
verss. 

28. xai before ra ui is cancd by La., Tis.; & 
AL, fr. ACIDFG 17 & others, says Sch. ; but I 
find not one; and this insufficient external evi- 
dence is not compensated by internal, which is 
rather against the omission, inasmuch as xai was 
far leas likely to be, as Al. pronounces, “s mis- 
taken su; ¢ of sense,” in all the copies 
but six, than that in those six it shd have been 
a mistaken removal of the xai fr. misapprehen- 
sion of 7 arta se and true ake of xaz, wh. is 
not copulative tt spice , in the sense ‘ : 
goaa (how suitably to the context will Atos 
fr. my note and Dr. Peile’s paraphrase) : a use 
of xai frequent in the Sept. & N. T., though oft 
unperceived by critics, who accordingly expunged 
the particle. 

. For avvov, I have, with the other recent 
editors, received rov @zov, fr. nearly all the un- 
ciale and, Tis. says, 90 curss., excl. of all the 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence, avrov being prob., but not cer- 
tainly, as Al. supposes it, ‘‘ a correcn to remove 
repetition, from mattention to the emphasis.” 

30. For jutwy copia, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
copia ju., fr. ABCDEFG & 4 cursas. [add Ser. 
m]: but the ecantiness of curss. makes me sus- 
pect that the reading arose fr. the tampering of 
critics, some of them transposing the words, 
others altering them to » copia nu. or cod. 
juay. There after d:xacoc. was stumbled at 
Wy critics, who (as we find fr. MSS. D® FG, Orig., 

yr., & Chrys.) either expunged it, or altered 
it to xai placed before é:x.,—but wrongly, since 
the +s is indispensable, as serving closely to 
unite the two terms dix. & dyiac., and meant 
to intimate that the things that they designate 
are indissolubly connected ; which is quite agree- 
able to philological propriety. 


II. 1. For t. rec, papr., pvorépser, od. 
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by Ln, fr. AC and 7 curss. [add Scr. nl, is 
prob. a mere gloss, derived fr. the marg. schol., 
and suggested by v. 7, as also by the Syr. & Cop. 
verss., and some copies of the It. & Vly. 

2. rou after sldévas is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDEFG and about 12 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182 & Scr. nJ, with Athan., Cyr., Chrys., 
& Antioch. : but without reason, since the word 
was prob. expunged in order to lessen a difficulty 
in the construcn, and get rid of an unclassical 
expression, though one oft occurring in the Sept., 
and not unfreq. in the Gr. Test. After the 
removal of the rov, the tr: after eldévas was 
transposed to before eid., in order to carry out 
the polishing, though resting only on the slender 
authority of BC and 6 curss. 

3. For xai éyw, Ln. edits xayw, fr. ABC 
and 9 curss. [add Lam.° 1182, Ser. k], with 
Orig., Bas., Antioch., Dam.; and Tis. & Al. 
remark, that «dy is in almost all the copies at 
v. 1, whence they suppose it was introduced 
here ; but it is far more probable that xaya was 
brought in fr. iii. 1, where I have shown that 
wal éyw ought not to be changed to xayw, pro- 

riety as to the use of the crasis in xai & é for- 
tidding its use after a break has been made in 
the construcn, and the narration has been re- 
sumed, though occasionally with some latent 
connexion, as here and at v. 4, in both of which 
cases Kai éyw may be rendered, ‘and (or yea) I,’ 
or, as it is by Peile, ‘accordingly I.’ In which- 
ever sense it be taken, the crasis is inadmissible. 

"Ev, 2d & 3d, are absent fr. several uncials of 
the altered clasa, having been removed in order 
to polish the style, though to the great weakening 
of the force of the Apostle’s touching and earnest 
representation. 

4. I have already shown at large, that the 
various readings here fourd attest the endea- 
vours of critics to get rid of the very unusual 
word we:8v7, to the evidence for wh. ] can add 
Lam. 1183, 1186, Scr. 0, Mus. 7142, 16184, & 
Mus.-Cov. 2, 3, 5, omd by Mill. The word 
occurs also in Athan. vol. i. p. 838, Dionys. 
Areop. p. 155, Cyrill. p. 125, 248, Epiph. i. 
895, and it is formed as analogically from 
mwe:Ow, as decdos from medw. It is, indeed, 
not found in the classical writers; and besides 
the above passages of the fathers (derived from 
this passage), it is found only herein the Epistles 
of Paul; yet the word was not coined by Paul 
(there is scarcely one in his Epistles that ¢s), 
but was probably a term of the ordinary or pro- 
vincial (Syriac) Greek. 

7. Oeov cow. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDEFG and 10 curss. (add Lam. 1182, Scr. 
k], with It., Vig., & Arm. verss., Clem., Orig., 
& other fathers: and Al. pronounces t. rec. a 
correcn of order, the emphasis [on @euv) being un- 
noticed. But the question is whether such really 
exists, wh. I doubt, since this seems no place for 
emphasis, that it shd seem having been brought in 
by tasteless critics, who had in mind the frequent 
ecclesiastical term Qzocogia. 

9. For @ (2d), Ln. reads doa, fr. ABC and 
several early fathers: and Meyer adopts the 
reading, regarding the a as a mechanical repeti- 
tion of @ preceding; while Al. believes the 2 
genuine, and dea a correcn for perspicuity : but 
mo greater clearness is thus imparted, and @ is 
very rarely altered to dea, while the reverse is 
very frequent, both in the N. T. & the gee 
See my notes on Joh. iv. 29, 39, 45, xv. 14. 
Accordingly, internal evidence being strongly 
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in favour of doa, as being an Hellenistic idiom 
freq. used by Paul as well as the Evangelists, it 
may be considered genuine, and @ not what 
Meyer supposes, but a crit. correcn such as I 
have pointed out in the notes above referred to. 
Benes in my notes on Joh. iv. 29, 39, & 
xv. 14. 

10. For 62, Tis. 3 edits yap, fr. B & 9 curss., 
& the Cop. & Sah. verss.,& Clem. ‘Amex. o 
Oeds is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. almost all the 
uncials, and about 15 curss., to wh. I can only 
add Lam. 1182; and internal evidence does not 
confirm external, since t. rec. is far less likely 
to be, as Al. avers, a correcn from not noticing 
the emphasis, than that the other order of the 
words was a correcn to polish the style. The 
matter comes within the same category as Geou 
cogia supr. v. 7, where see note. Adrou after 
IIvedu. is cancd by Ln., and brackd by Al., fr. 
ABC, but no curss. But it seems to have been 
removed by critics in order to better suit +o 
IIvevua following; and yet it is surely too sig- 
nificant and weighty in sense (as will appear from 
the notes of Th. AG Hyper., & Calv.) to be 
parted with merely for the purpose of polishing 
the style. 

I am now disposed to edit gpauva, fr. ABC, 
confirmed by internal evidence, as I have elsewh. 
set forth at large. Comp. the present passage 
with the kindred ones at Rom. viii. 27, & Rev. 
ii. 23, in all which it denotes, by eine the 
result of complete scrutiny in full knowledge of 
the matters investigated and explained. Comp. 
Prov. xx. 27, Sept., where it is said of God 
(as in Rom. viii. 27, & Rev. ii. 23, it is said of 
the Holy Spirit and Christ), épewe@ trapceta 
(the secret things) xosAias (for capdias). 

. For oféev, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éyvwxer, 
fr. ABCDE and 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 85]: 
but internal evidence does not compensate insuf- 
ficient external, since oldev was far less likely to 
be, as Al. pronounces it, a correcn to correspond 
with oldev at the preceding clause, in all the 
copies but 17, than that in those 17 éyvwx. was 
a correcn of critics to remove tautology, and 
polish the style by varying the expression. 

13. ‘Ayiou after Hvevu. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDFG and 7 curss., to wh. 
I can only add Lam. 1183 & 90, and internal 
evidence does not confirm its absence, since it 
was less likely to be, as Al. thinks, “an expla- 
natory correcn,” and to have come into all the 
copies exc. 14, than to have been in those 14 re- 
moved for the sake of polishing the style by 
adjusting the balance of the antithesis, thus 
making 6.¢. Ivevuaros more exactly correspond 
to av0. copias Ady. 

15. wéy after dvaxpiver is cancd by Ln. & 
Tis., and brackd by Al., fr. ACDFG 17. I 
shd be inclined to follow the example of Al., 
did not the extreme paucity of copies dissuade 
it. Besides, it was less likely to be, as Al. 
avers, ‘inserted for the sake of matching with 
the é2 following,” in all the copies but 6, than 
in those 6 to have been, as Meyer thinks, ex- 
punged on account of the dé preceding, which 
involves a flaw in composn by disturbing the 
antithesis. 


HI. 1. Why I cannot, with Ln., Tis., & AL, 
receive xayw, fr. ABCDEFG & 8 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 83, 85, Mus.-Cov. 2 & 4}, will ap- 
pear from note supr. ii. 3, from which it will 
appear, that in such a connexion as the one here 
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existing the crasts is quite inadmissible. For bute 
Aad., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. AaX. ou., fr. ABCD! 
EFG &, Tis. says, 30 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
84, 86, 90, Scr. f, g, h, 1, n, 0, and a few ancient 
Mus. copies): and since internal evidence is in 
favour of that order, it is prob. the genuine text. 
For capxixots, Gr., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. cap- 
xlvors, fr. ABCD 673, 71, Clem. & Orig. 3, & 
Greg. Nyss.—slender authority, but perhaps com- 
crane by internal evidence, that being equally 

alanced. Zapxix. may be an alteration of re- 
visers toa more usual term: but so may capxiv. 
have been a correcn of critica to a term milder 
in signification and purer in Gk. However, 
one is as suitable as the other; and there is no 
reason why Paul shd not have used both—a view 
supported by the suffrage of Tis., who here re- 
marks: “ Quod infra bis capxixol ex eadem 
auctoritate edendum est, id non eam potest vim 
habere ut reliquis locis nostram opinionem pre- 
ponamus testibus. Patres quidem in rebus ejus- 
modi que tote pendent a codd. scriptura vix 
multum valent; tamen vero et ipsos cum apo- 
stolo duplicem formam promiscue adhibuisse 
probabile fit.” 

2. The xal before Bowua is cancd by Ln, 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABC & 16 curss., to which I 
can make no addition; and internal evidence is 
rather ane the absence of the particle, which 
was far less likely to be, as Al. avers, a supple- 
mentum, and brought into all the copies except 
18, than that the xui shd have been removed by 
critics in order to impart ferseness to the com- 
position. The particle has oft been elsewhere 
removed by the critics for the above purpose, 
bc iia occasionally the converse has taken 

ace. 

r For #d0vac8e, I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., read iddvac6«, fr. ABCFG & very many 
eurss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 85, 86, 90, 96, Ser. 
f, g, h, 1, m, 0, Mus, 7142, 11836, 16184, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, the form with the 
temporal] augment being more usual in the dic- 
tion of Paul as well as that of Lk. 

For obre, Ln., Tis., & Al. read odd}, fr. 
ABCDEFG & 15 curss. {add Lam. 1184, 85, 
Scr. f, k, Mus. 7142, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill), 
with Clemens, Iren., & Orig.; and since the 
words are elsewh. very often confounded by 
scribes, external authority is of less weight than 


propriety of language, which will not admit 
otre. Poppo on Thucyd. iv. 68, v. 3, 26, 
$597" vii. tf viii. 27, 86, also Winer, 


3. For capx. tore, Tis. & Al. (not Ln.) edit 
sore capx., fr. FG, but no curss.; nor can 
I adduce any; and internal evidence does not 
compensate for scanty and mean authority, since 
it is far lesa likely that t. rec. was, as AL avers, 
‘* a corrn to suit the following capx. iore” (sine 
variatione), than that in ¢hose four MSS. (full of 
false correcns) the position wae transposed in 
order to impart variation of expression, perhaps 
suggested by the Vig. vers. and six of the most 
ancient copies of the Vig. & several fathers, whose 
authority howr in a case of this kind is very 
slender. The words xai d:yooraolu: are cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC & 3 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 85), and internal evidence is rather 
reeds the words as more probably inserted, fr. 

al. v. 20, than removed, merely as not suiting 
the preceding singulars; and hence nearly the 
same uncials that have xl dsyoo. read Epece 
(found in Lam. 1186, Ser, n) or suitability to 
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é:yoor., the critics having in mind Gal. v. 20, 
where dpecs is found in the great body of the 
SS 


4, For obyi, Ln., Tis., & AL ed. ovx, fr. 
ABC 17: but the authority is insufficient and not 
compensated by internal evidence, wh. though al- 
most equally balanced, inclines rather in favour of 
ox, wh. I wd, on stronger authority, adopt (see 
my note on Job. vii. 42, 2 Cor. x. 13), but not 
&v9~w2os for capx., since, although the autho- 
rity is considerable,—namely, ABCDEFG 17, 
673, 71,—yet it is scarcely eonfirmed by internal 
evidence, because it is less likely that capa. shd 
have been, as Al. avers. “‘a correcn fr. v. 3,” 
and have got into all the copies exc. ten, than 
in those ten dy@p. shd have been a corrn of critics 
to remove tautology, and introduce a word suited 
to xara GvOp. reper.” 

5. For tis, +i, adopted by Ln., fr. AB & 4 
curss. {add Lam. 1182], is prob., as Al. supposes, 
a correcn to sutt the sense ; an opinion confirmed 
by the 4AA’ 4 just after, wh. liter. means ‘ what 

than?” eq. to ‘ what but,’ as at 2 Cor. i. 13; 
though the words are here of doubtful genuine- 
ness, and may be, as Al. thinks, an addition to 
complete the sense; yet the words were more 
probably removed by critics, who stumbled 
at the harsh obscurity of the expression, than 
inserted to supply a deficiency. e idiom 4A’, 
as used for dAXo, followed by 4, ‘ other than,” 
occurs twice elsewhere in N. T. (2 Cor. i. 13, 
comp. Lk. xii. 51), as also in 1] Macc. ix. 6, dp- 

Uetov obx Eye, GAN’ H pexpdy Tr. Seo Winer, 
X37. 4, Buttm. § 150, 13, who adduce Xen. An. 
vii. 7.53. Tadd Thucyd. iii. 71, vii. 51, viii. 28. 

10. For ré@e:xa, Ln. edits @0nxa, fr. ABC & 
4 cures. [add Scr. m1]: but it seems a mere 
error of scribe for 770nxa, occurring in L [add 
Lam. 1185, 96, Mus. 16184], possibly a mere 
itaciem for TéOacxa. 

11. The 6 before Xp. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., & brackd by Gr. & Scholz, fr. most of the 
Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. I agree with Al. 
that t. rec. arose fr. a mere crit. corrn to impart 
8 doctrinal meaning, q. d. ‘ Jesus is the Christ.” 
As to the change of order at Xp:ords ‘Incoue, 
ed. by Tis., fr. CD & several verss., it was but 
another mode of effecting the same object. 
Comp. xii. 36. 

12. The absence of rdp after truvrov (wrongly 
ed. by Ln., fr. ABC) did not arise, as Al. sup- 
poees, fr. similarity of endings, but fr. crit. corrmn 
to remove what was thought unnecessary, though 
to the weakening of the force of the expreasion. 
The reading of b 73 & Clem. ypucluy xai ap- 
yUpcov was @ mere crit. correcn, prob. suggested 
by the schol. 

13. After +6 wip, Ln., Tis, & Al. sabjoin 
aird, fr. ABC & 7 or 8 curss.: and internal 
evidence compensates for scanty external, since 
the pron. was more likely to be removed as un- 
necessary than inserted in order to strengthen 
the sense; being prob. suggested by the +ép 
after rovroy supr. v. 

14, For wives, Ln., Tis. & Al read mepai, 
fr. nearly all the ancient veres., poraaes rightly, 
since the context requires, and exte evi- 
dence (in such a case of more account) does not 
forbid the change. Yet el p@eipa at v. 17 con- 
firms t. rec. or éwreKed., Tis. & Al. edit 
évrosx., fr. AB! DEL [add Lam. 1190 & Ser. n}: 
but Mai presents éww«., and makes no mentiva 
of éwox. I cannot but think that éwore. is s 
mere error of scribes, who oft confound « aad 
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o, and the reading of No. 224 éroxoddpnce 
confirms this view. 

19. I wd now bracket, but not cancel, the rw, 
with Tis. & Al., fr. CDEFG & 61 {add Lam. 
1182, 83, Scr. 0). The prepn wapa rather per- 
mits than requires the absence of the art.: and 
hence Ln. rightly retains it. 

22. tori is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCD!FG 17—incompetent authority, since, 
though it may have been, as Al. supposes, meant 
to fill up a deficiency, yet it may have been re- 
moved in order to polish the diction. 


IV. 2. For t. rec. 6 62, ABCDFG & 5 curss., 
with the Syr., It., Vig., and some other ancient 
verss., have ade, wh. is adopted by Ln. (placed 
howr at the end of the ver. preceding), Tis., 
& Al. But in his 2nd edit. Tis. restores 6 62, 
on the ground of the scantineas of the evi- 
dence; and internal evidence is rather against 
the reading, since it yields a harsh and jejune 
pense, not in Paul’s manner. Besides, the 
position of wée at the beginning of a sentence 
is unprecedented: the very reason which in- 
duced Lachm, to place it, without any autho- 
rity, at the end of the preceding verse, which 
is thus overloaded, and the added ingredient 
of sense misplaced. I have heretofore been of 
opinion, that wée arose from error of scribes, 
who oft confound w and o, but that cannot de- 
cide the question at issue. Besides, it is plain 
that correcn of critics has here occasioned the 
variation of reading, and there was something 
to stumble at in either reading, but especially so 
at wée Aowwoy, and internal evidence is rather 
in favour of that reading. And certainly 6 2 
Aovwov has far more of the character of altera- 
tion than the others ; besides that, it is open to 
the serious objection that no where has Paul, or 
any other writer, whether scriptural or class,, 
used 6 Aowwoy for To Aowwcvy. That wdée was 
more likely to be altered will appear from my 
note on Lk. xv. 17, and here its position at the 
beginning might be stumbled at, since it is very 
rare, though it occurs at Rev. xiii. 10, 18, xiv. 
12, xvii. 9. Howr, I am now induced to receive 
wéde, regarding Ao:wow as a particle of continua- 
ton in the sense moreover. 

6. For 3, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 2, fr. ABC & 
2 curss., Cop. & lat. Syr. verss., Athan., Cyr., & 
Chrys.: and Al. thinks that o is @ correcn to 
sing., which in a proverbial expression seemed 
more appropriate; and certainly this oft occurs 
elsewh. (see my note on Matt. xiii. 37) : never- 
theless I have there shown that 6 has been 
occasionally altered to 2, as seeming more suit- 
able to the context (and thus Meyer and De 
Wette think that here 2 was a mere correcn to 
suit ravTa foregoing), and also to impart more 
polish to thestyle. After yéypamwrat, Ln., Tis., 
& Al. cancel dpovetv, fr. ABEFG & 2 curss., 
with Vlg. & It. verss.—insufficient authority 
and not compensated by internal evidence, wh. 
is almost equally balanced, though rather in 
favour of the word, which was less likely to 
have been a supplementary addition, than its 
absence have arisen from inadvertence of scribes 
in so few copies as eight. As respects the ad- 
dition being, as Al. avers, °‘ aeuPe of an ellips. 
of verb common in probibitory clauses,” of wh. 
he adduces, after Hartung, exx. fr. Aristoph., 
Soph., & Demosth., the present passage does not 
come under that category, being of another con- 
struction. As to the grammatical difficulty in- 
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volved in the occurrence of %va with an indic. 
present, I am still of the same opinion that the 
solecism may fairly be ascribed to error of scribes 
rather than any slip in Grecism of so generally 
correct a writer as St. Paul ; or thatif the Ap. did 
really write quo.ovede here and Gal. iv. 17, 
it arose from the provincial usage, eleewh. occg in 
forming the subjunctive of contract verbs in 


—0 (9, 

9. Sri after dox. yap, cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al, fr. ABCDFG & 3 curss., is not, as Al. 
supposes, a mere supplementary addition, but 
rather an inadvertent omission of scribes, as 
elsewhere in the case of the pron. after drs, e.g. 
Lk. xi. 51, xiii. 4, 5. 

18, For BXacd., Ln. edits dve@., fr. AC 17, 
46, Clem., Or., Eus., & Cyr.: and Al. supposes 
t. rec. a substitution of more usual word: but 
évog. seems the true correcn of critics, namely, 
to more elegant and classical term, as will ap- 
pear fr. what H. Steph. remarks on v. dvogn- 
metv. The same is true of the change at v. 17 
of pov réxv. for +. w., ed. by La., Tis, & AL, 
fr. ABC & 5 curss. 

21. For wpadrnros, Ln., Tis, & Al. edit 
mwpaitrnros, fr. ABC & | curs. MS., with some 
Gr. fathers. The same change has been made 
by Tis. & Ln. at 2 Cor. x. 1, Gal. v. 23, Eph. 
iy. 2, Col. iii. 12, 2 Tim. ii. 25, iii. 2, fr. 
nearly the same MSS. But at Gal. vi. 1 & Col. 
iii. 12, Ln. retains wpadr., an exception not 
called for by the differences in external evidence, 
esp. since internal is quite in favour of wpade, 
inasmuch as it was hardly to be doubted that 
Paul there used the same form as elsewh., and 
did not employ two different forms. That same 
form, I believe, was wpatr., attested by the 
authority both of several uncials and a few 
cures., 28 Mus.-Cov, 2. This is confirmed by 
the usage of St. Peter and St. James, and esp. 
by the almost universal usage in the Sept. and 
the Gr. fathers. Not that the two words rpdos 
and wpaorns were peculiar to the class. Gr. 
writers, whether Attic or common Greek, since 
awpatr. is found in Pindar, Xen. (oft), Plato 
(oft), Polyb., Hdian, Plut., AEl., Isocr., &c., 
so that we can hardly suppose that wpair., 
where it occurs in N. T., came fr. the critics, 
whose purpose it was to introduce purer Greek. 
It is far more probable that it was a form ex- 
pressed in Alexn and Syrian Greek, derived, it 
would seem, fr. the Ionic Gr. dialect, as found 
in Hymn. Homer., Hdot., Hippocr., Galen, and 
other writers. It was not likely that the N. T. 
writers wd use wp@os, since it has too much of 
the Attic idiom (see Lobeck on Phryn. p. 405) to 
have come into the Greek of Syria and Palestine. 


V. 1. ’Ovouaterar after 26. is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEFG & 6 curss., with the 
It., Vig., Cop., Aéth., & Arm. verss., & Orig. I 
have brackd the word, but cannot consent to ex- 
punge it, for reasons which will appear fr. my 
note; and my judgment is, I find, ratified by 
the su of the learned critic Reiche, and 
confirmed by the presence of the word in both 
the Syr. verss. 

2. For ov, ob found in FG is 8 not un- 
common correcn proceeding fr. shallow critics, 
who, not aware of the emphasis inherent in 
negative questions, implying an affirmative 
answer, removed it by writing either ovy, or 
ovx, or sometimes ov. See Matt. xiii. 55, 56, 
Lk. xvii. 8, 17, xxiv. 32, Joh. vii. 41, 1 Cor. 
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iii. Band 4, vi. 7, ix. 8, x. 18, 2 Cor. iii. 8, x. 
13. 


For éfap0y, Ln., Tis, & Al. read dn6y, fr. 
ABCDEFG & 13 curss. {add Lam. 1182}, and 
Manes ap. Epiph. & Orig.; and internal evi- 
dence confirms external, since ef nell auanaued 
have been brought in from the kindr e 
infr. v.13. Hence I wd now bracket 2. For 
womnoasc, Tis. 2 and 3 reads wpatas, fr. AC & 
8 curss.; but wrongly, since it is evidently a 
mere correcn of style by the Alexn critics, who 
Were unaware of the Hellenistic ao:mée for 
woacow, 28 in several sages of the Sept. 
Besides, the fewness of the copies wh. present 
apatas serves to point at the quarter in wh. the 
correcn rests. 

3. we before dawy is cancd by Ln. & Al., fr. 
ABCD and 6 curss., Vig. & Cop. verss., Epiph., 
& Orig. But Tis. retains the word, rightly, 
since internal evidence is adverse to the change, 
ingsmuch as the particle was, in this context, 
more likely to be removed, as superfluous in ten 
copies, than to have been, for no particular 
reason, ixtroduced into all the rest. The particle 
has been elsewh. not unfreq. omitted, or ex- 
punged, by revisers or critics. See Matt. vi. 10, 

k. xi. 44, Acts xiii. 18, 2 Cor. i. 7, Eph. vi. 7, 
Phil. ii. 12, Jam. v. 5, 1 Pet. iv. 19, Rev. iv. 6, 
etal. That it ehd have been, as Meyer & Al. 
suppose, interpolated to correspond with ws 
below. is far Jess probable than that in those few 
copies the particle was expunged in order to 
remove tautology, esp. as being thonght unne- 
cessary. 

7. ovv after éxxa@ap. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al.,fr. ABDEFG and 30 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
& Mus.-Cov. 3, omd by Mill). 1am not indis- 

osed to bracket the particle, though it was less 
ikely to be inserted, for connexion, in all the 
copies but 38, than in those few to have been 
expunged by fastidious critics, who perpetually 
removed the particle, as stiff and formal. 

10. «ai before ot wavtws is cancd by Ln, 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEFG and 3 curss. only, 
and internal evidence does not compensate for the 
slenderness of external, since the particle may 
have been removed by critics, and passed over 
by translators, they not perceiving its true force, 
which, as I have shown, is and yet. For 4 
before dow., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit «ai, fr. 
ABCDFG and 5 curses. {add Cov. 2, omd by 
Mill], with It., Vig., Cop., & Syr. verss., Orig., 
Tert., & other fathers. The t. rec. is pro- 
nounced by Al. “an altern to conform to the 
general context.” It may be so, and thus the 
«ai will be very suitable, as uniting two words, 
intended to present one nearly conjoint idea, 
denoting an insatiable appetite for unjust gain, 
what Theodor., on Rom. i. 3, expresses by the 
kind of hendiadys, 7 rot wAslovoe pects «al 
Tiwv ov KpvanxovTuy 4 dowayi, that of the 
two terms, wA ov. represents the genus, dpwray) 
the species; the former denoting inhiatto, the in- 
satiable desire for gain; the latter, the snatching 
to oneself of what is another's; and that either 
by open robbery, or by underhand cruelty, over- 
reaching, and extortion. 

For oeiAatre, J wd now, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., read fr, ACDEFGL [ Lam. 1184, 11853, Scr. 
n, Mus. 11836, Cov. 2, omd by Mill] dein., 
since the t. rec. is prob. a correon from misun- 
derstanding the force of the imperf. in this 
idiom, where wasiA. is nearly equiv. to éxpiv, 
== ‘ye had ought to have had need,’ &c. 


1 CORINTHIANS V. 3—VI. 5. 


1]. For svy, Lo. reads ves, fr. ABFGL 
and several curss. [add Lam. 1185, 90, 96, Scr. 
k, n), and internal evidence seems in favour of 
the rarer lengthened and strengthened form; yet 
voy is elsewh. found in the same category at 
Heb. ix. 26, where, howr, »vvi is found in most 
ancient copies, but the force of the evidence is 
neutralized by Heb. xi. 16. where vue dé is found 
in all the uncials. and nearly half of the curss., 
so that yu» must here be retained. I still con- 
tinue to read 7 for 4, from abour 18 curss., but 
no uncials; the deficiency of external autho- 
rity being, it shd seem, compensated by internal 
evidence,—-since the sense of the context and the 
construcn require it, aud it is confirmed by all 
the ancient verss., wh. in a case like this form is 
peculiarly strong evidence,—whereas under such 
circumstances, the authority of MSS., even 
were they far better collated than they have 
been, has no decisive weight. 

13. For xpive: all the editors from Wets. to 
Tis. have «ptvet, on very strong authority ; buat 
Al. retains «pive:, rightly, internal evidence 
being quite in its favour; esp. since it yields a 


_more suitable sense, by better expressing (as Al. 


observes) the attribute and office of God, and 
answers better to the other presents than the 
future xptvet, wh. prob. came fr. Heb. xiii. £ 
Kai bef. ¢€ap. is cancd by Ln., Tis.. & Al., fr. 
ABCDFG and 11 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
85). 1 have only single-brackd the word, since 
though it may have been, as AL. thinks, inserted 
for connexion, it may have been removed from 
ignorance of the force of the particle, wh. is used 
like Heb. 5. as oft in conclusive sentences, = 
and so; a force not unfreq. oceg in the Gr. «ai. 
Howr, the reception of the xai depends on the 
reading of the subseq. vers., whether éfapeirs 
or éfdpare, adopted by Lan., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDFG and 11 curss. [add Lam. 1185), 
which rejects «ai, while éZapetre calls for it 
The internal evidence is in ite favour, the 
former having every appearance of being a correcn 
of Grecism by Alexn critics. Besides, tEapsirs 
was likely to be altered, as being not a Greek, 
but an Hellenistic idiom, formed on the Hebraic 
use of the future indicative for the imperativo, 
and more likely to be genuine. 


VI. 2. ob« oléare 871i, &c.) Iam still of the 
same opinion as to rejecting the 4, which has 
been received into the text before ov«, by almost 
all editors from Griesb. to Al., on slender ex- 
ternal authority, and opposed by txfernal evi- 
dence, for, while we can hardly account for its 
being thrown out of, we may easily account for 
its being broughé into, the text, namely, from 
ver. 16 and 19 of this same chapter. t the 
evidence of the verss. and fathers, Gr. & Lat, 
in favour of the particle, is of no great weight, I 
have already shown, and pointed out the origin 
of the addition, namely, fr. the scholia, and occa- 
sioned by not preserving the asyndeton. 

5. AaAw for Azyw, ed. by Ln., fr. B alone, is 
& mere capricious crit. correcn, perhaps suggested 
by xv. 34, Mk. xii. 1, xiv. 23, 31, and other pas- 
sages cited or referred to in notes [add Acts xiii. 
45, xxiii. 7, Rom. xv. 18]. 

For éotl, I have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCL and 60 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 
36, 90, 96, Scr. f, g,h, 1, n, o], ed. é, and internal 
evidence confirms very strong external, since the 
t. rec. seems to have come fr. the schol., or from 
reviscrs, to introduce a simpler term. 


1 CORINTHIANS VI. 8—VII. 17. 


8. For ravra, Ln., Tis., & Al. read roto, 
fr. ABCDE and 7 curss. in the closest con- 
nexion, with It., Vig., & Cop. verss., and 2 or 
3Gr. fathers. The t. rec. may be a crit. correcn 
to remove a slight flaw in composition, since, as 
Al. observes, two things, ddixeia6e & dwoarep., 
are mentioned, but it is more prob. that rovro, 
in those 12 copies, is the correcn (see notes on 
Rev. vii. 1, Lk. ii. 34, John xi. 2), suggested 
by the wai rovro at v. 6, and to introduce an 
easier reading, though the difficulty sought to be 
removed was byno means so great as the ravra at 
v. 11, where, howe. the difficulty is best handled 
by classing the slight anomaly (such it really is) 
with such passages as Thucyd. vi. 77, ovx 
“lwves rade eloiv, and others adduced by me in 
note, 

9. For BaoiX. Geov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Oe0u Bac., fr. ABCDE & 5 curss.—somewhat 
slender authority, and not compensated by in- 
ternal evidence, since the reading seems to bea 
crit. corrn to polish the style, by removing a 
sort of tautology. At the subsequent word 
w«Xnpov. there is much fluctuation of reading, 
and no absolute certainty as to the text. Howr, 
Iam not disposed to adopt any change, except 
to write [od]re, though I can only add one 
curs, [Lam. 1182] to the authority for the 
absence of ov. As to the ov after Qeov, cancd 
by Ln. & Al., fr. ABCDE & 20 curss. [add 
Mus.-Cov. 31], I still, with Tis. 2 & 3, retain it, 
since nothing can be plainer than that the ov 
‘was removed by Alexandrian critics, as involving 
a breach of grammar. This view I find con- 
firmed by the suffrage of Mr. Green, Gr. N. T., 
Re 108, who remarks, that the reading of the 

SS. in question arose from correction. He 
numbers this passage, in which the ov ie found, 
as one of the examples in Greek of a repetition 

of the same negative, mostly involved in words 

syntactically connected (as here) with the verb 
which has the negative joined with it; and he 
ie that “‘ intensity of sense is generally de- 
signed.” 

19. For ro cma, Tis. 2 & 3 edits ra cwua- 
va, fr. AL & 40 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 85, 96, 
Scr. f, g, n], with several verss. and fathers; but 
it evidently arose fr. crit. corrn to match the 
plur. dua. 

20. The last clause xal ivy rw—rov Ozov is 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC1D'EF!G! 17, 
46, 673, 71, 109, It., Vig., Cop., Aith., & many 
fathers, whose evidence, howr, does not so far 
harmonize as to be of any great influence. In 
fact, the weightiest name (Cyril) adduced 
against the authenticity of the clause by Wets., 
Griesb., Schol., Tis., & Al., is a mere tenuis 
umbra, a3 Matthei shows, the evidence being 
quite misrepresented by the later editors, owing 
to their implicitly trusting to Wetstein’s state- 
ment, which, partly by carelessness and partly 
by wrong typography, misled the subsequent 
editors, as is shown by Matthei, who remarks, 
‘* how miserable is the condition of those who 
merely copy others’ statements, and prefer dis- 
cerning things by the eyes of others, rather than 
their own !” 


VIT. 3. rhv dchecdopévny edvorav] MSS. 
ABCDEFG & 6 curss., with the Vig., It., & 
other later verss., and some fathers, have oges- 
Ajv, which has been adopted by Gr., Sch., Ln., 
Tis., & Al. But external authority is, through 
the deficiency of cursive MSS., insufficient ; 
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and tnternal evidence being, as I have shown, 
equally balanced, cannot turn the scale. As to the 
t. rec. being, as the editors say, a gloss on d«par- 
Any, the contrary is rather nearer the truth ; or 
rather é6q¢e:Anv might be an alteration of an or- 
dinary Greek phrase into a classical one. That 
Thy Oper. edy. was in the text in the earliest 
age, and long before the period when it began to 
be tampered with by Alexn critics, is attested 
by its presence being recognized in the Pesch. 
Syr. version. 

5. The words +7 vnorela wai, not found in 
ABCDEFG & 10 curss. {add Lam. 1182}, be- 
sides several verss. and fathers, have been cancd 
by Gr., Sch., Tis., & Al. But external evidence 
is insufficient, and tnternal cannot decide, since 
it is almost equally balanced ; yet it is rather 
against than for the words. 

7. For yap, Gr., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. 62, fr. 
ACD ‘KG and 5 curss., It., and most copies of 
Vig., Cop. & Goth. verss., Orig., Cyr., and seve- 
ral other fathers, and yap may be a correcn to 
more suttable particle; but the correcn may be 
in the other direction, as in many other pas- 
sages. The reading, howr, is an open question. 
See notes on Matt. xxiii. 5, Mk. xiv. 2, Lk. vii. 
28, xxii. 2, Rom. xiv. 15, vii. 14, xi. 15, xv. 8, 
1 Cor. vii. 5, x. 11,31, xvi. 7, 2 Cor. xii. 1, Gal. 
iv. 25 bis, Col. ii. 1. 

10. ywpeleobar for ywptobjvar, ed. by Ln., 
fr. ADEFG, is a mere altern of revisers to more 
usual form, as Aéyw éyw,ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ai is a correcn of critics for polish of 
style. 

73. For aités, Ln., Tis., & Al. read obros, 
fr. ABCEG and 3 curss., regarding adr. as a 
correcn to more usual] exprn, occg also in former 
verss. But obr. seems rather a capricious altern 
of critics. See my note on Matt. vi. 4, and Tis. 
there. 

14. For dvépi, Ln., Tis., & Al. read aéeA gpa, 
fr. ABCDEFG and 3 curss.: and Al. pro- 
nounces dyépi an explunatory gloss substituted 
as more appropriate; though a&deAg@w has here 
peculiar force. It may be so; but the extreme 
slenderness of curss. casts a shade over adeA gu, 
which, as being almost confined to one small 
class of copies in the closest connexion, seems 
to have been derived fr. the It. vers. 

15. For suas, Tis. 3 reads twas, fr. ACK 
39, 46, 73, 117 [to wh. I can add nothing], with 
Cop. & Slav. verss., Theoph., Damasc., and 
some Lat. fathers; and insufficient external evi- 
dence is not compensated by tnternal, decidedly 
in favour, since, as I have shown in my notes, 
the subjoined clause, éy d2 elpijvy, &c., calls for 
the pronoun to be in the first person, inasmuch 
as the words form a monzlio generalis, referring 
to Christians in general, thus: ‘atill it is unto 
peace that God hath called us Christians [so 
that we may be in peace; a state of peacel,’ 
meaning, as Est, explains, ‘under the Gospel,’ 
the Christian religion, to which we are called by 
God. The reading ouas may have arisen fr. 
error of scribes, who oft confound the two words, 
though more prob. fr. correcn of critics, who 
mistook the scope of the context; and this view 
is confirmed by Theophyl., whose matter was 
formed fr. some Gr. father. 

17. I am_ now disposed to adopt, with Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., the transposn of Oeds & 
Kuptos, presented in ABCDEFG and 7 curss., 
with the It. & Vig., Syr., Cop., & Basm. verss. ; 
and were there greater evidence of curss., I wd 
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admit it, internal evidence being quite in its 
favour. And that such a position of the words is 
equally suitable to the context and agreeable to 
the course of reasoning, will appear from the 
able annotatory matter of Estius. 

18. For the 2d ris éxAnOn, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read xéxAnrai vis, fr. ABDIFG 17, 31, 37, 46, 
Lam. 1182: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. a 
correcn to conform to the former clause, but that 
such a needless correcn shd have been made, 
and got into all the copies but 9, is far less pro- 
bable than that in those 9 there was a@ correcn 
for variation of expression. The reading éxAn0n 
vis, in 3 uncials, confirms the view I have taken 
of the origin of the reading of AB. 

22. xai after ou. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. AB and 4 curss., and since internal evidence 
is against the particle, wh. was prob. inserted as 
being usual after ou., I wd bracket it. 

28. For yuns, Ln., Tis. & Al. read yayun- 
ons, fr. B 17. 37, 46, 113 mg.: and Al. pro- 
nounces the t. rec. a correcn to conform to the 
follg, but the extreme slenderness of authority 
forbids any change; just as in the same inter- 
change of the two forms at Matt. xxii. 25, where 
ynuas is edited by Tis., fr. BL & 12 curss.; 
though if Tischendorf’s view here, that ynuns is 
the more ancient and nobler form, were true, it 
wd show that yu. at Matt. was prob. a crit. 
correcn, and on the other hand, that here yauns 
was displaced by critics, in order to vary the 
expression. 

. Tam now disposed to regard the ot: be- 
fore o xa:p. as interpolated from the kindred 
e at xv. 50, since internal evidence con- 
rms no inconsiderable external, i.e. ABK Land 
20 curss., exclus. of Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 86, 90, 96, 
Scr. f, g, k, m, n, 0, Mus. 11836, Cov. 3, 4, 5. 
The variation of the position of éori, as respects 
70 Xoimrdy, arose from uncertainty as to the true 
connexion. 

3]. I am now inclined to approve, and wd 
edit, rdy xocuov, were not the evidence too 
weak ee ABDFG 17, to wh. I can only add 
Lam. 1196!) to warrant the adoption. But if 
received, rovrov ought to be added fr. 4 out of 
the 6 copies, internal evidence being in its 
favour, as far less likely to have been, as Al. 
supposes, a supplementary addition, than to have 
been expunged to remove something like a tau- 
tology. See note on supr. i. 20, & on John 
xiv. 30. 

32. For apéce:, Ln. reads here and at next 
v. apiocy, fr. ABDEFG and 3 curss., but 
wrongly, since it is plainly a correcn to more 
usual form. 

34. I have now, with Tis. 2 & 3, and Al., in- 
serted xai between meuip. and 4 yuvi, fr. 
DFGKL and 50 curss.; to which I can add 
Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 86, 90, Ser. f, g, k, n, 0, 
and some Mus. copies, confirmed by internal 
evidence, as being the more difficult reading, and 
more likely to be altered. 

35. For cuu@épov, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
atudopoy, fr. ABD113, 17, 26,37,49, & Hesych. ; 
but external authority is insufficient, as not con- 
firmed by internal evidence, cunpévoy being 
the less usual term, and more likely to be 
altered, as was here very prob. done by critics, 
who thought that the subsequent genit. called 
for a subst., not aware that td cuudépov is a 
subst., and often carries the genit., though some- 
times the dative. My view is confined by the 
same variation occg at x. 33, where see my note. 
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Just after, for siwpooedpov, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read evwdpedpov, fr. ABDEFG and 24 curses. 
[add Lam. 1186, Mus. 16184]. But considerable 
external is not confirmed by any competent in- 
ternal evidence, especially by that being, as I 
have shown, equally balanced. though inclining 
rather in favour of evapde., which is evidently 
the more likely to have been used by Paul. 

37. ‘Edpaios is put, instead of after Zornwsy, 
before xapéla, by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDE 
and 12 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 85, Scr. m]: and 
Al. thinks the t. rec. a transposn made for per- 
r decane by bringing fornxey & idpatos toge- 
ther; but the other reading may be a transposi- 
tion for elevating the style, though it makes it 
rather stilted. There is no little fluctuation of 
reading in the 2 members of this v., esp. as to 
the avrov, and the rov before rnpety. Tis. 
cancels each of the 2 avrov’s, and the rou before 
Tnpetv, but internal evidence is in favour of all 
of them, but quite against idia, used for the 2d 
avrov in several copies, and inserted by Tis. 
most uncritically. How the confusion m the 
text arose, has been ably shown by Al., who 
might, had he taken due thought, have proved 
equally quick-sighted in seeing the true text at 
the first clause of the verse. 

. For 6 8, Gr., Sch., La., Tis., & Al. ed. 
xal 6, fr. ABDEFG 17, 46, 73, 93, 177, 79 fadd 
Scr. m], It., Vig., Cop., Syr., Ath. verss., Clem., 
Matth., Bas., Chrys., and several Lat. fathers; 
and internal evidence compensates for ecanty 
external, at least as & curss., since the 
latter xai was, I agree with Al., altered to d2, 
because a contrast seemed required between 
wxahws & xpsiccoy. But I do not agree with 
him in regarding xai—xai as put for re— 
xai, and his rendering of xpsioe. wore? is alike 
forced and jejune. It is better to fn a the 
2d xai put after by an idiom formed on the 
Hebr. 4 taken adversatively, like the class. cai 
for xai rot, ‘and yet, nevertheless,’ as in several 
passages of the Sept., e. g. Judg. xvi. 15; but 
this adversative force of the xai antithetic occurs 
only where the antithesis of the thought is so 
clear in itself as to dispense with a directly 
adversative particle. Here, howr, no antithesis 
is called for, there being no direct comparison, the 
truest rendering being—‘ he who giving her in 
marriage, doeth well (=rightly); and he who 

iving her not in marriage, doeth very well.’ 
This is confirmed by the Pesch. Syr. vers. 

For the 2d éixyau., Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis. 1 
ed. yaui¥., fr. the same authorities as at the 
former clause, though in either case yap. was a 
crit. correcn to more class. idiom, as Tis. now 
sees, who has accordingly restored ixyau. in 
both clauses, as indeed consirtency required. 

39. I wd now double-bracket vouze, though on 
slender authority only, ABD!Fs 17, 673, Ital. 
d,e, Vig., Am., & 3 other most ancient copies, 
with the Cop. & Basm. verss., and several fathers, 
confirmed by internal evidence, since the word 
was prob. inserted fr. Rom. vii. 2. fore xo«p., 
Tis. 2 & 3 adds «ai, fr. D4EFGL and many 
curss. {add Lam. 1182, 83, 86, 96, Ser. f, h, 1, 0, 
Mus.-Cov. 2, 3, 4, omd by Mill), but it was 
prob. an inadvertent insertion, occasioned by 
the usual occurrence of «ai in such a position, 
and here suggested by the subsequent «or. 
Auris after avyp is cancd by La., Tis., & AL, 
fr. ABK and 40 curss. (add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 
86, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, n, 0, and all the Mus. 
copies collated by me). Internal evidence is 
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equally balanced, since the word may have been 
a supplementary addition, but its absence may 
have arisen fr. crit. correcn to polish the style. 
Howr, I am willing to bracket the word. 

40. On the reading of B and7 curss., said by 
Al. to bea correcn to suit the sense, the ques- 
tion may better be understood by my note on 
Mk. xiv. 2. Here the change was chiefly made 
to remove tautology. 


VIII. 2. d& after ef is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. AB and 7 curses. [add Lam. 1182, Mus.- 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill}, with some copies of It. & 
Vig., also Cop., Basm., & Arm. verss., and 
several fathers; and internal evidence confirms 
its absence, since it was very likely to be an 
tnsertion connexton, as oft elsewh., esp. at a 
kindred passage at Jas, i. 26, el ris dox27, where 
62 was interpolated in a few copies, and ed. by Ln., 
unaware that such weighty sentiments were not 
unusually adduced dovyditws for greater effect. 

For eidévac, Ln. & Tis. 2 & 3 edit éyvwxévat, 
fr. ABDEFG and 8 curss., but it seems a crié. 
corra, not so much, as Al. supposes, to suit the 
folly, as to please the fancy of the Alexn critics. 
See my notes on Lk. xxiii. 53, & Joh. vii. 39. 

zyve, in ABDEG and 7 curss., unwarily 
caught up by Ln., is one of the many unfinished 
readings occg in the N. T., arising fr. the uncer- 
seny of the scribes, which to take of the many 

¢e readings oceg, one over the other, in the 
ancient MSS. 

7. For ouvadjcet, Ln. reads ouvnGela, fr. 
AB 17, 46, 67, 80, 109 [add Scr. mJ, & some 
verss., but it is either, as Al. says, a gloss on a 
more difficult term, or, rather, an error of scribes 
in copying some margl] gloss, when written by 
an indistinct abbrevn. 

8. For waplorno:, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
wapacryeet, fr. AB and 8 curss.: and Al. pro- 
nounces the t. rec. a correcn to suit the follg 

res. tenses, but such a suitability was too little 
important to have got into all the copies but 10. 
It is more likely that the reading of AB arose 
fr. error of scribes, who not unfreqy confounded 
the two words. After odre, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
cancel yap, fr. AB and 4 curss., with some 
verss, and fathers: and Al. supposes the ydp 
an insertion for connexion, but it is far more 
likely that the yap shd in those 6 copies have 
been lost by inadvertence of scribes, who oft 
pass over yap through its being written in an 
obecure abbrevn. As to the variation at the 
next words, the transposn is more likely to rest 
on 3 copies, AB 46, than all the rest of the 
copies. It arose, I suspect, fr. the verss., esp. 
some of the most ancient copies of the Vlg. 

9. For do@evovcw, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
do€eviory, fr. ABDEFG and 7 curss.: and Al. 
supposes the t. rec. a correcn to suit doBevwy 
below. But that takes too much for granted to 
be safely adopted. It is far more prob. that in 
those 13 copies the adjectival form shd have 
been adopted to match that at v.7. The forms 
are elsewh. oft interchanged in the copies, e. g. 
Matt. xxv. 39, doOern & doOsvouvta: Lk. ix. 
2, doOsvetc & Aa8evovuvras: | Cor. ix. 22, ado8e- 
veo & doBevovery, where see my note. Now, 
in such fluctuation, external evidence, when 
competent in extent, and ancient in character, 
must predominate. 

ll. For dwoXstrat, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
awoAdurat, fr. ABD and 6 curas. [add Lam. 
1182, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], Cop. & Goth. 


231 


verss., Baa. & Theodor. : & Al. supposes the t. 

rec. a correcn to suit the fut. above. But it- 
shd rather seem that dmoAAurar arose fr. dwd- 

Avrat, found in 2 or 3 copies, an error of scribes 

for —a:rat (v & at, or ¢, being oft confounded 

by scribes, of wh. see exx. in the Index to Greg. 

de Dial. Ecl., ed. Schaef., or to Steph. Thes., ed. 

Valpy). For éwi—yv., Lo., Tis, & Al. read 

év—yv., fr. ABDEFG and 1 curs., No. 17: and 

Al. supposes the t. rec. a correcn for the more 
difficult reading. But éy, as explained by Al. 

(‘in (the element of } thy knowledge’), is not so 
much difficult as absurd and inadmissible, and 
prob. only arose in those 7 copies fr. inadver- 
tence of scribes, who not unfreqy confound éy & 

éwi, of wh. see exx. in the Index to Steph. Thes., 
ed. Valpy, & to Greg. de Dial. Ecl., ed. Schaef. 

Whereas éwi has a most suitable sense, not howr 
‘through, on occasion of,’ as Pesch., but denotes 
the incidental cause, owing to wh. any thing 
takes place. 


TX. 1. On further considern of the much- 
debated question of reading at the Ist clause of 
thie v., as regards the order of the words, where 
all the Gr. copies exc. 11 place dwdor. first, 
and then éAev@., an order at § Wets., Matth., & 
others think confirmed by internal evidence, in- 
asmuch as the climaz requires this,—there being, 
they think, a gradation fr. Paul's right as a man 
to his right as an Apostle; — that is taking 
for granted what is incapable of proof, that a 
climax was tntended. Nay, Crell. & Schliting 
make it rather an anti-climax, q. d, ‘Am I not 
an Ap., and hence at liberty to use the rights of 
Apostleship?’ but that involves much harsh- 
ness, and is not agreeable to the course of rea- 
soning in the context. Of course, there must 
have been a tran one way or the other ; and I 
am now inclined to think that internal evidence is 
in favour of the opinion, that the transposn was 
made fr. elui aw.—elui éAev8. to elui érX.— 
tiui dm@oor., inasmuch as ovx elu. éX.—atroor. 
is, as Est. shows, required by both the precedg 
and the followg context, esp. since, as Heyden- 
reich observes, “‘ Ita etiam oratio melius crescat, 
gradatimque a minori ad majus ascendat.” See 
also Bengel, who subjoins the remark, “ primo 
ponit thesin, éAev0. elul, deinde extiologiam, 
anroor. elui.” See the Index term. techn., 
subjoined to his Gnom. N. T. in v. Atiologia. 
Hence I wd now edit, with Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., 
& Al., ob« elui édev8.; obx elui dwdor. As 
to the question, how came the transposn from 
the text which I have now adopted fr. AB and 
8 cursives [add Cov. 2, omd by Mill] to have 
arisen, the opinion of Meyer, preferred by Al.,— 
that it came fr. odx elu. dwoor. having been 
first omd by inadvertence of scribes, and then 
reinserted by revisers, but placed first as being 
the weightier particular, and subsequently first 
treated of,—takes too much for granted; and 
the mi prvare is capable of being urged in sup- 
port o the transposn the other way, as indeed 
it was by Rinck. Whereas the transposn in 
question was doubtless adopted to bring the 
weightiest matter of interrogation into due pro- 
minence. This was so natural a course for re- 
visers to fall into, and scribes to acquiesce in, 
that it is no wonder it shd have obtained such 
very extensive adoption in the Gr. Test., and 
reception into the later ver-s., as the later Syr., 
It., & Ar., the Goth., Basm., & Slav., also 
Chrys., Theod., & Theophyl., though Origen's 
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authority for the text of AB ee confirms 
its high antiquity, as attested by the Pesch. Syr. 
vers. 

6. rou before mi) épy. is cancd by Ln., fr. 
ABDFG 17, 46, & Isid., but wrongly, since it 
was prob. removed by critics, to match the ab- 
sence of rou supr. v. 5; besides, as Tis. observes, 
it is usually not added. Comp. Joh. xix. 10, 
x. 18, v. 27, & al.; hence he adds, “(non tam 
additum aliena manu quam omissum videtur.” 

7. For ix rov xapwov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
vdv Kkapwov, fr. ABCDF!G1 17, 46, 137, It., 
Vlg., in several ancient copies, Sah., Orig., & 
Caten., and internal evidence is thought to be 
in its favour, since the t. rec. may seem a correcn 
suggested by the follg é« +. yaA., to conform 
the construcn thereto; but it is quite as likely 
that rov xapwoy was % correcn, like that tn/r. 
13, in DFG 46, coming fr. critics, who preferred 
the accus. construcn, oft occg elsewh. in N. T. 
(esp. in the Gospels), also in Sept. & class. 
writers, and thrice in the Pauline Epistles. 
Here they prob. had in mind 1 Cor. xi. 7. 

8. Ln., Tis., & Al. read } xai 6 vouos TuuTa 
ov Adyar; fr. ABCDE 46, several verss., & 
Orig.: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. an altern 
fr. not understanding the text. But that suppo- 
sition rests entirely on taking for granted that the 
wording in AB is the true text, which howr it 
may be, and if so, the ordinary reading arose fr. a 
misunderstanding of the construcn of this clause, 
not perceiving that 41) governs the whole sen- 
eee so that a comma only shd be placed after 

aw 


9. For diuwe., Tis. 3 edits xnu., fr. B1DFG, 
but it is prob. a mere itacism [found in Lam. 
11831, 1190, 1195, and prob. in 11961, though now, 
by error of scribe, ptudons]. Howr, it is quite 
as likely that @iuwo. was a gloss on the very 
rare and obscure term @yu., which is confirmed 
by Hesych., who explains @nuwo. by dinu., & 
_ «nos by piua, and this is confirmed by Cyril. 
Lex., and Phot. Lex., who explain gymouy by 
Piuovy, kaAdwovv. See also Suid, & Pollux, 
and the schol. on Aristoph. Eq. 1147, who ad- 
duces fr. Esch. Lycurg. frag. robs «nods oro- 
maros, and since Chrys. & Theodor. represent 
Paul as using the verb pnyoun (fr. pnuds), it is 
probable that Paul here wrote myuwoers, and 
one might suppose that the term was one of 
provincial (Cilician & Syrian) Greek, were it 
not that «ds is found in Xen. de re equest. v. 3, 
eldévac d& yon Tov lawox. tdv KNOY Weorti- 
Gévat tw laa, also in Philodem. ap. Anthol. 
Pal. vi. 246, and xnucw in Xenoph., also «juw- 
gis, expld by pluwore in Hesych. So that 
«xnuos and its compounds seem to have been 
terms not only of provincial Greek, but of 
the ordinary Greek of common life, such as is 
nee patie: found in Xenoph., as well as 

olyb. 

10. I am, on more mature considern, inclined 
to adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., the reading of 
ABC and a few ancient curss., to wh. I can add 
Mus.-Cov. 2, confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the t. rec. seems, as Mey. & Al. 
suppose, a transposn of critics, to throw the lst 
éw’ éAaids more into emphasis at the beginning, 
as the 2d is at the end of the sentence, where 
Meyer's account, adopted by Al., of the origin 
of the t. rec., now scems to me preferable to that 
of Rinck and others. 

ll. For Ospicousy. Tis. & Al. (not Ln.) 
read —owyev, fr. CDEFGL and 30 curss. [add 
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Lam. 1184, 1190, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], It., 
Vig., & Theod., and internal evidence is rather 
in its favour, since this usage of the sudy. after el, 
on wh. see Winer, § 423, & Kuhn. § 818, A. 1, 
though common in Homer, and occasignally occg 
in Hdot., is scarcely ever found in the Attic 


‘Greek, and may be regarded as a very ancient 


idiom, which early became obsolete, by inter- 
change with the fut. indic., but was retained in 
the ordinary Greek of common life, esp. in the 
provincial Greek dialect. 

12. The t. rec., éyx. Tiva, may be, as Al. 
avers, ‘“‘a transposn to moro usual order ;" but 
the evidence for the order, found in ABC 46, 47 
[add Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], is insufficient 
to warrant its adoption, so that it seems to have 
got into those 6 copies fr. the Vig. or other verss. 

13. At the beginning of the 2d clause of this 
v. 8 icle seems to have slipped out of the 
context, namely, either «ui before oi, or rz after 
it, and that drz is left to be supplied from the 
foregoing context. The latter is the more pro- 
bable, and it is confirmed by the Pesch. Syr., 
Vig., & Ar. verss. That an orc had place at an 
early period in some copies is plain, from the 

uta occg in some Latin copies. It is prob. that 

aul wrote éo@:0v0r, xai ol rw Buc. xriX., and 
the «ai is found in Lam. 1]82. For wpoasép., 
Ln., Tis., & Al. read wapedp., fr. ABCDEFG 
17, 46, but the utter deficiency of cursive copies 
casts a shade over the reading, which on other 
accounts can, as will appear fr. note supr. vii. 
35, hardly be admitted. 

15. For ovdevi iXone., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ov Kéxpnuat ovdevi, fr. ABCDJEFG and 9 
curss.: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. ‘“‘ a cor- 
recn for simplification ;” but two other varr. 
lectt. cast a shade over the genuineness of this, 
and it is probable that the reading of those 16 
copies was an alteration of order, for greater 
nervousness of expression. I wd now read, with 
Ln., Tis, & Al., xevooe:, fr. ABCDEFGL 
and 2 curss. [add Lam. 1196, Scr. k], the t. rec. 
being prob. a gramml correcn. 

16 For 6é after ovai, I wd now read, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., yap, fr. ABCDEFG and 
many curss., confirmed by internal evidence, 
which is against 32, since é2 was prob. a correcn 
to remove a tautology at yao, the critic not per- 
ceiving that yap is meant, as Al. says, to ex- 
plain dvayxn. For t. rec. evayys\i{wuar, I 
wd now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., read —cwpar, 
fr. BCDEFG and some curss. But the t. rec. 
is not so much a crit. correcn “in ignorance,” as 
Al. avers, as an error of scribes, having the 
foregoing evayysAl{wopar still in mind ; just as 
at v. 18 wot eotiw prob. crept in by error of 
scribes, fr. the foregoing pol éor., and not fr. 
crit. corrn of construcn. 

18. I wd now bracket rou Xp., cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD and 7 curss. {add Lam. 
1182). The words were prob. inserted fr. sapr. 
v. 12, and not necessarily to particularize, 2s 
Al. thinks. 


X. 1. In virtue of the thread of connexion 
which I have drawn, and the course of reasoning 
I have traced, [ now, with increased confideuce, 
edit yap for dé, fr. ABCDEFG and 8 curs. 
{add Lam. 1182), Vig., and other verss., with 
Clem., Orig., and other fathers, confirmed by 
internal evidence, dé being there, as oft, substi- 
tuted for yap by a misconception of the con- 
nexion, whereby the reasoning is clenched, and 
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this formula, ov 0éA\w—dyvoeiv, 1 Thess. iv. 
13 (inserted by meiosis for UiAw vuas sldévac), 
is not a mere formula of transition, but a form 
of earnest appeal, occg at Rom. i. 13, 1 Cor. xii. 
1, 2 Cor. i. 6. enforcing attention to a truth which 
requires to be seriously laid to heart. 

. For éfarricayvro, ACDEFG and 15 
curss. [excl]. of Mus. 11836, 864, & Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill] read éBawric8nocav, which is adopted 
by Ln., but rejected by Tis. & Al., with reason, 
since internal evidence more than counter- 
balances strong external, the pass. being evi- 
dently a correcn, prob. suggested by marg. schol., 
to the more usual expression in the case of infant 
baptism, and hence the evidence of some fathers, 
as Bas. & Cyril, is of no great weight. That 
&éBawricl. arose fr. correcn is confirmed by the 
other correcn é8awrlcGov7o, found in Theophyl. 
The revisers, it seems, thought that a passive 
form was required, not aware that the midd. 
form in reciprocal sense, ‘ to present oneself for 
baptism’ = to receive baptism, is quite as appro- 
priate, and here imparts an intensity of sense. 

4. For woua wveup. troy, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read mvevy. tw. won., fr. ABC 46, 137 [add 
Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill), Or. 2, Marc., Did., 
& Cyr.: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. a trans- 
posn to conform to the preceding order; but in- 
ternal eviderce is adverse, it being far less prob. 
that such a change shd have happened in all the 
i exc. 6, than that in those 6 the change of 
order shd have been introduced to impart variety 
of expression, where grave simplicity, couched 
in scriptural parallelism, is more suitable. The 
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ome is prob., but not certainly, genuine. See 
Matt. vi. 5, Mk. i. 2, & notes. 

8. For érecov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read —cap, 
fr. ABCDEFG and 8 curss. [add Scr. ], m, 
Mue.-Cov. 2, 5], rightly, since Paul was likely 
to use the form —oay, and the ordinary revisers 
to alter it, as oft, to the usual form —cov. 

9. I am still of the same opinion, that Kvpzoy, 
for xp., ed. by Ln., Al., & Meyer, fr. BD and 
8 curss. [to wh. I can only add Mus.-Cov. 2, 
omd by Mill), is not to be sustained, though the 
arguments for it, advanced by Wets., and de- 
rived, I suspect, through Cesar de Missy, fr. 
Jacks. of Leic., when he transmitted his colla- 
tions of the Leic. & Burley MSS., are not with- 
out considerable weight. I can scarcely doubt 
that Irenzus did not, could not, have written 
Christum, but Dominum, which hence is only of 
force to confirm the reading Oeov, wh. great] 
needs it, since it rests only on A & the curs. 3 


It is true that the words XN & KPN might 
easily be confounded by scribes, but such an 
argument can never settle any douliful point. 
But itis not the case here, since internal evidence 
quite confirms external in favour of yprotop, 
as has been ably evinced by De Wette against 
Meyer & Al. Kai after xafw&s is cancd by Ln., 
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Tia, & Al., fr. ABCD!E!G and 17 cures. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84, Mus. 16184, Cov. 2, omd by 
Mill}, Epiphan., Iren., Vig., & Ital. Internal 
evidence is almost equally balanced, since xai 
may have been omd to conform to v. 8, and it 
may have been inserted as more usual before 
wales (see Lk. vi. 36, Joh. x. 26, xiv. 27, 
Acts ii. 22, xv. 8, Rom. xv. 7, Gal. v. 21, Eph. 
v. 3, 25, Col. iii. 13, 1 Thess. iii. 4, iv. 13, Heb. 
v. 6), yet xaOwe without «al is not unfrequent ; 
so that I am disposed to bracket the «ai, not 
cancel the particle, since the MSS. evidence for 
its absence is by no means, what Al. alleges, 
“very decisive.” The MSS. F & G are ony two 
copies of the same original, and it is much the 
same with others of the MSS. Internal evidence, 
howr, rather inclines in favour of its presence ; 
and the absence of the «ai in the It., Vlg., Cop., 
& Arm. may have promoted its exclusion for 
conformity to the foregoing construcn. There 
are not wanting other passages where xai before 
xa0we has been excluded in the early uncials 
here without «ai. See Lk. xxiv. 24, Joh. xvii. 
1l, & elsewhere. 

1. For réwot, Ln. & Al. read rumixes, fr. 
ABCK and 11 cures. {add Lam. 11885), es & 
It. verss., Iren., Orig., Hipp., Macar., yr 
Alex.; but Tis. 2 & 3 retains ruwor, rightly, 
since external authority is insufficient, and tx- 
ternal adverse, rumixaws being evidently a cor- 
recn for plainer sense, prob. suggested by later 
versions, and the marg. scholia. See more in 
my note. For xaryvrncev, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
ed. —rxxev, fr. BDEFG 39, 46, Or., Bas., & 
Cyr.: and Al. pronounces —oev an altern of 
the por into the aor., common with the scribes ; 
but in so few MSS. the other reading is more 
likely to be the altern of aor. into imperf., not 
unfrequent with the Alexn critics. 

13. buas before bev. is cancd by Gr., Sch., 
La., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEF!IGL and 8 curss. 
[add Scr. nj, Syr., It., Vig., Sah. veres., Bas.3, 
Cyr. (oft), Chrys., Theod., & Theoph., with 
reason, since it is doubtless a supplementary 
addition, prob. derived fr. the marg. scholia. 

14. elwrXoAarplas, found in CDFG, and 
others, say Tis. & Al. (but why not specify? I 
find it in Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, h?, 
], o], is a peculiar form, occg aleo at Gal. v. 20, 
Col. iii. 5, and in a few copies in Clem. Alex., 
Strom., & Suid. Lex. It may be a provincial form, 
derived fr. the Ionic dialect, the same dialecti- 
cal form occg in evxaptorias, tnfr. v. 16, in 
FG & 3 others. 

16. The lst éoriy is tranepd to after xoww- 
via by Tis., fr. AB only, but Ln. & Al. retain 
the ordinary order, rightly, since the other seems 
a correcn of order to avoid the harshness of 
éoriv at the end of the clause, and to remove 
the two éovis’s further apart, to prevent caco- 
phony. The removal of the 2d gor. in A, also 
adopted by Tis., comes under the same cate- 


ory. 
4 78. For ovyl, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ovy, fr. 
ACDFG & al. (where are those others?), but 
the authority is insufficient, and internal evi- 
dence not favourable, since in five copies only 
it was more likely that the —i was accidentally 
lost, being absorbed by the o« follg, or omd to 
remove cacophony, than subjoined, for no par- 
ticular reason, in all the copies exc. five. There 
are not wanting other passages where the final i, 
esp. when coming before a vowel or diphthong, 
has been lost, or omd to remove cacophony. 
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See Matt. xiii. 55, Lk. xvii. 8 & 17, xxiv. 32, 
and the notes. In the Mus.-Cov. 4 the o: is 
absent, another mode of effecting the same pur- 

80. 

PPO. For Ove, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit @vovory, 
fr. ABCDEFG and 8 curss. [add Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill], and internal evidence is in its favour, 
the t. rec. being prob. a gramml corrn, occa- 
sioned by ra £0yn, which Ln., Tis., & Al. 
cancel fr. BCEF'G, but no curss.; and I sus- 
pect that the words were lost in those 5 by the 
variation of position in the words, and in others 
near to them. 

23. Mos before éfeor. has, at each clause, 
been cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDEFG 17, 461, 673, 118, 179 [to wh. I can 
make no addition], & some fathers, but on insuffi- 
cient grounds, and esp. since internal evidence is 
adverse. To suppose, with Al., that a woe was 
introduced fr. the parall. supr. vi. 12, 
seems an unfounded supposition. It is far more 
prob. that the Ap. here, as often elsewhere, 
repeated the same objection in the same words. 
‘It is surely,” as Rinck remarks, ‘‘ less credible 
that the eastern recension should have repeated 
pot from the parallel passage, than that the 
western should have thrown it out, probably from 
mistaking its scope; it simply serving to inti- 
mate the xolywors, a figure so frequent in the 
writings of St. Paul.” 

24. ixaeros is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDFGH and 6 curss., It., Vig., Cop., Sah., 
& Arm. verss., & some Gr. & Lat. fathers. I 
am now inclined to bracket the word, since it 
seems to have been inserted fr. the marg. 
schol., where it was introduced as suggested by 
a kindred passage at Phil. ii. 4. 

26. Tap is transposed fr. before to after Ku- 
piov by Ln., Tis, & Al., fr. BCEFG and 
others (where are they? I can, howr, adduce 
Lam. 1182): and Al. pronounces the t. rec. a 
transposn to more usual order, not observing the 
emphasis. But it is more probable that in those 
6 copies the transposn was made by critics to 
introduce the emphasis. 

28. For eldwArAdOurov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
lepoOurov, fr. ABH, without cures. [though I 
can adduce Barb. 1, in Mill, & Cod. Coisl. in 
Montfauc. Palmogr., p. 253], & Sah. verss.,—insuf- 
ficient authority, and not compensated yy internal 
evidence quite in favour, since in so few copies 
lepo¥. was more likely to be the correcn to 
represent, as De Wette thinks, what was likely 
to be said at a heathen’s table, where it might 
be thought rude to use the term eldwi., and 
polite to use the heathen term ispolurov. But 
thus the Apostle is made to counterfance what is 
morally wrong, and the opposite to his own prac- 
tice. This, of course, quite forbids the re- 
ception of iepd8., which, indeed, there was no 
need for the critics to excogitate ; for, since the 
ris evidently points not only at a fellow-guest, 
but at a fellow-Christian,—a weak Christian, in- 
deed, superstitiously scrupulous,_wishing to e 

rise his brother, the strong Christian, of the 
Fact, why should we not suppose the words «ldw- 
AdOurow iar: to be spoken aside, or in an under 
tone, to his fellow-Christian, who would be 
likely to be seated near him? As to Al.’s re- 
mark, that it is much more prob. the unusual 
and apparently incorrect lepoOurow shd be die- 
placed by the ordinary and more exact term 
eldeA0., one is as usual as the other (but both 
rather rare), and the only difference is, that the 
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former is of class., the latter of Hellenistic 
Greek ; so that ieod0. was prob. a crit. correcn 
of style, yet not so as to constitute quite pure 
Gr., though it is used by Arist. Gicon. ii. 20, 
ol dé isoo8urov iroiovy: Plut. Mor., p. 729 c, 
gyévovto tev lepolitwy awrapyouevot Tois 
Oeots, & 349 c, also p. 660 c, ra iepoOura, 
hostia, for the purer Gr., OecOuta: see Hesych., 
& Photius, Lex., also Pollux & Phrynichus. 
The next words, rou yap Kupiov—autins, are 
cancd by all the critical editors (fr. ABCDEF 
GH and 12 curss. (add Cod. Cois!. ap. Mont- 
fauc. Paleogr., p. 253)}, though retained by Dr. 
Peile. But the violence which he is obliged 
to use with the words, by all sorts of in- 
sertions (one very long), to make them suitable, 
—verifying what I have said, that the clause 
cannot be made apposite without supposing 
the omission of screral words to which it might 
be referred,—is calculated to increase rather 
than diminish the suspicion that they are not 
genuine. 

31. I still continue to reject, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., the é2 after el, fr. all the uncials, of any 
weight, and nearly 60 curss., excl. of Lam. 1181, 

, 83, 84, 85, 90, 95, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, 
n, 0, and nearly al] the Mus. copies, confirmed 
by internal evidence, since it was prob. intro- 
duced fr. marg. echol., though to the detriment 
of the sense. 

32. For ylveo8e wai Tovd., Ln., Tie., & Al. 
edit xal "loud. yiveoOe, fr. ABC 17, 37, 73, Or., 
Did., & Cyr.,—ecarcely sufficient authority, and 
not compensated by internal evidence in favour, 
since it is less likely that in all the copies but 
6 a transposn was made for simplificution, as 
Al. avers, than that in those 6 the transposn 
came from certain critics; while others, as in 
FG, aimed at the same by reading xai "Iowéd. rs 
«al. The omiesion of the former «ai in several 
versions arose from the same a are 

33. For cuudépoy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read eva- 
gopoy, fr. ABC but no curss. (and I can only 
supply Lam. 1185 1 m., & 1196], but it has 
no claim to be adopted, for reasons which will 
appear fr. note on the same variation of reading 
supr. vii. 37. 


XI. 2. aéeAqoi is cancd by Sch., La., Tis. 2, 
& Al., fr. ABD and 4 curss. {add Lam. 1182}, 
with Cop., Sah., A&th., Arm. verss., Ath., Cyr. 
Jer., Bas., Chrys.: and Al. pronounces it “an 
addn at the beging of a new section :”” but that 
is taking for granted what has to be fully proved, 
whether the words belong to the preceding or 
to the following context. Tis. 3 has now re- 
stored the word, for reasons which will appear 
fr. the notes of Tis. there and my own on 
Rom. xv. 15, where Tis. 3 has restored ade hoi, 
where see my note, and comp. 1 Cor. xv. 31 
(where Tis. 3 has restored ddsAqol, wh. he had 
cancd in ed. 2), and Eph. vi. 10, where he still 
excludes ddsAqol, while Iam di d now te 
single-bracket the word as being of doubtfal 
genuineness. 

3. rou is Desay to Xpeerov by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCD 37, 46,—ineufficient authority. & 
not ir emt by internal evidence decidedly 
favourable, since although the rou may have been 
removed to match the absence of the article at 
yuratxds, yet in so few as 5 copies only, the 
rou written latim may have arisen fr. 24. 
Howr, I am not indisposed to admit the ree 
expressed in smal] print. 
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5. For éavr7c, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read abrijec, 
fr. ACDFG and about.]2 curses. [add Lam. 
1182, 831, 85, 90, 56, Scr. g, h, o, Mus. 11836], 
but Tis. 3 restores éauvrys, wh., howr, Al. thinks 
arose (a8 also avrow) fr. fancying that his or her 
own head ismeant. But éaur. & adr., and av. 
& éav., are so perpetually confounded by scribes, 
that the argument is quite groundless. The 
true reading seems to be adrajs, altered to avr7s 
by critics, who took the same view as Al. now 
does, though that is unnecessary to be resorted to, 
since air. in the Hellenistic use is equiv. to 
aur., as will appear from Fritzch’s 4th Excureus 
to his Comment. on Matt.,‘de usu formarum 
aurou et avTov.” 

7. Before yuvy, Lo., Tis., & Al. prefix 4, fr. 
ABDFG 73, 118, Isid. & Theodor., and internal 
evidence almost compensates for insufficient ex- 
ternal, since the 7) may have been removed, as 
Al. supposes, for conformity with the preceding 
and follg, or partly fr. inadvertence of scribes, who 

sed it over,—as also tho critics seem to have 
done,—being unaware that the art. is here rather 
required, in the same sense as at v. 10, where 7 is 
in all the copies. Accordingly, I wd now receive 
7, but expressed in small print. 

11. I am now inclined to adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., the order found in EBCDEFGH 
and 8 or 9 curss. [add Mus.-Cov. 2, & Cod. 
Coislin. adduced in Montf. Paleogr.], It., Cop., 
Sah., & Arm. verss., also Clem. & Ambrost., 
add Phot. Ep. 215, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, since the t. rec. seems a correcn of re- 
visers to what seemed the more natural order, 
though it is possible that the order in those 
MSS. was a correcn of order to suit that at v. 9, 
the words of v. 10 being parenthetic. 

14. 4 before ovéé is caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABCDEFGH 46, 73, 137, It., Vig., Syr., 
Cop., & Arm. verss., & some Latin fathers, and 
the particle may be an addition to potnt the in- 
terrogation; but it cannot be dispensed with 
without great harshness. Hence 1 wd not ex- 


clude it; indeed I suspect that in a few very an- 
cient originals the 4 was accidentally lost, being 
absorbed in the a: preceding, which might, by 


itacism, be written e or et. Or 4 might be re- 
moved by critics stumbling at the homeliness of 
the constrn, as not unfreq. elsewhere. See Matt. 
xii. 5, xx. 15 bis, Mk. xiii. 21, Lk. vi. 42, xvii. 
23, 1 Cor. vi. 2, 16, ix. 7, 8, & al. 

17. I still decline recg the reading wapay- 

éAAw éwatvov, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., ke 
ABCKG and 10 curss. {add Mus.-Cov. 2], Vig., 
It., Syr., & other verss., since internal evidence 
does not confirm external for it, and the t. rec. is 
far less likely to have been, as Al. supposes, @ cor- 
recn to suit éraiwe at v. 2 & 22, than that the 
other reading arose fr. inadvertence of scribes, 
owing to reasons which I have already alleged, 
and tind confirmed by the suffrage of Reiche. 

24. Qn carefully reconsidering the questio 
vezata, as to the authority for the words AaBere, 
payers, absent fr. all the uncials of any weight, 
and 11 curss. [add Mus.-Cov. 2), It., mit Sah., 
& the 2 most ancient copies of the Vig., 1 cannot 
but regard them as an interpoln from Matt. 
xxvi. 16. 

26. I wd now, for dv, edit, with Ln., Tis., & 
AL., éav, fr. ABC and 3 curss. [add Mus.-Cov. 
2, & Lam. 1182], confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, and I wd now bracket rovro, cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEG and 2 curss. {add 
Lam. 183), confirmed by internal evidence. 
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27. Iwd now bracket rovroy after dpr., fr. 
ABCDEFG and 8 curss. [add Scr. 0], with the 
It., Sah., Syr., Arm., and the most ancient 
copies of the Vlg., also Clem., Basil, Theod., 
Cypr., Orig., and other fathers, and internal 
evidence rather confirms external. 

29. Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel dvuf les, fr. ABC 
1,17, Sah. & Eth. veras.: and Al. pronounces it 
a gloss fr. v. 17; but it wd rather seem to bea 
supply of an ellipsis from the foregoing context. 
But the true ellipsis would be one from the sub- 
ject-matier, namely, ovyx. vitwe = dvakiws, but 
such av ellipsis wd be harsh, and the words 
may have been lost from the context, as ore 
not unfreq. has been. See Matt. v. 19, vii. 12, 
Mk. ii. 7, & iv. 40, where see notes, Lk. vi. 40, 
Joh. xiii. 25. Howr, I suspect that dvafiwe 
was lost from the context by variety of posi- 
tion in some of the most ancient copies. 

81. For ydo, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit da, fr. 
ABDEFG and 3 curss., Cop., Sah., & Syr.: and 
Al. pronounces yap “ @ curreon to what seemed 
a more suitable particle,” whereas é2 is quite 
appropriate, by way of contrast with this state of 
sicknesses and deaths. But that seems a very 
far-fetched and frigid view. It wd rather seem 
that in those 12 copies dé was an altern of cri- 
tics from a misunderstanding of the force of the 
bik Thus on several other occasions yap has 

n displaced by dé, e. g. at Matt. xxiii. 4 & 5, 
Mk. v. 42, xiv. 2, Lk. vii. 28, xxii. 2, Rom. 
iii. 7, iv. 15, vii. 14, xi. 13, xv. 8, 1 Cor. vii. 7, 
x. 1, xiii. 9, xvi. 7, 2 Cor. xii. 1, iv. 25, Col. ii. 
1, also sometimes by od», or, as oft elsewh., re- 
moved, fr. misunderstanding the force of yap, 
cep. in the case of vae in the elliptical use. 
Thus the full force of the yap here will be seen 
by tracing its reference thus: ‘ {and no wonder 
is it that we have so suffered; (it is our own 
fault ;)] for, if we had thoroughly sifted and 
judged ourselves (i. e. made due discrimination 
and judgment of our character and conduct when 
about to partake of the Lord's Supper), we shd 
not have been adjudged to punishment, i.e. suf- 
fered such judicial inflictions at the hand of the 
Lord as we have done.’ 

32. rov before Kuplou is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ADEFGKL [add Isidor. Pel. bis}, 
confirmed by internal evidence, since the art. 
was more likely to be added than removed, so 
that I wd now bracket the word. 

34. The 62 after ef is cancd by Ln, Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDFG and 10 curss. It may have 
been, as Al. thinks, tuserted for connerion ; 80 
that I am willing to bracket it. Howr, the 
particle may rather have been in those few copies 
omitted by scribes, or removed by critics, fr. 
misunderstanding the force of the é2, which is 
continuative, as supplying an addition of a new cir- 
cumstance, q. d. ‘ furthermore if any are,’ &c. 


XII. 2. On maturely reconsidering the quas- 
tio verata here, as to the exact reading of the 
former part of this verse, I am ready to edit, 
with Matth., Gr., Sch., Tis., & Al., dr: for drs, fr. 
ABCDE and 50 curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 84, 
86, 90, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, o, Mus. 5116, 16184, 
& Cov. 3, 5, omd Ey Mill, with the It., Vig., & 
JEth. verss., & Athan. & some Latin fathers, con-~ 
firmed by internal evidence, which is prob., but 
not certainly, in its favour; see my note. Howr, 
I am now inclined to regard the t. rec. as a cor- 
recn by the revisers of the middle ages, in order to 
ease a harsh, and fix an uncertain construcn, and 
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bring in a sense, which, as will appear from the 
able paraphrase cited in my note, is sufficiently 
pertinent; but whether it presents the exact 
sense intended by the Apostle may be doubted. 
The difficulty howr mainly hinges, as Calv. 
shows, on the perturbata constructio, involving, 
as Al. observes, a harsh anecoluthon, beginning 
with oléare Ore, and then, as if oldate dre 
had been merely a formula for ye know, passing 
into the construcn so common, that of placing 
S7t after such verbs as péuvnuat, olda, & the 
like, an ellipsis arising out of rov xpovov, not 
unfreq. rj up, as in the passages of Homer, 
Plato, Lysias, and others, adduced by Al. from 
Kiihner, Gr. ii. 480. The reading duop¢a for 
&dwva,in FG and a few curss., 1s a correcn of 
critics, ignorant of the true force of a&dwva, 
which may have reference, by a pa antithesis, 
to the living and speaking God of Christians, 
namely, ‘ speaking by his Spirit.” But this is too 
far-fetched a view to be safely adopted. The 
term seems used by Paul, not in the strict sense, 
but in a looser one, as nearly equivalent to 
xewca, dumb and senseless, dvaic8yra, as Theod. 
explains it. The Apostle had in mind Ps. 
exv. 5, where of the eidwAa rap ébvwy it is said, 
oropa Exove: Kal ov Aarrnooveiww—ov hwvij- 
govow év Adpuyy: avrwy, also Habak. ii. 18, 
19, wh. ends with tov wotyoa: eidwAra Kwa, 
== tongueless ; compare the ‘ tongueless blocks’ 
of Shakspeare, = mere stocks and stones, saza 
lignaque, and AEechin., p. 88, 87, rad 2pwva xal 
ayvwuova, senseless. 

3. The accusatives ’Incovv & Kupsov Inooup, 
are changed to nominatives by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABC and a few curss., and the Syr., ba 
Sah., & Arm. verss., & the 2d ‘Ino. by the 
Vig. : and the t. rec. is pronounced by Al. a 
ecorrecn to bring "Ine. into cone by Adyee, 
whereas it is an ‘oratio dtrecta ;’ but the cor- 
recn is quite as likely to be on the other side. 
See the able note of Reiche. So that I still 
retain the t. rec., and the interpn of it which I 
heretofore propounded, in which Olsh. & Peile 
eoincide. 

6. For 6 82 adrds, Tis. & Al. edit «al 6 
autos, fr. BC 37, 46, 109, 137, & Orig.: and 
Al. pronounces the t. rec. a correcn to express 
contrast; but in so very few copies it was more 
prob. an altern to xal 6, for conformation to the 

receding clause. Were any altern called for, 
shd prefer o avrds 02, fr. DEFG, adopted by 
Ln. Iam now inclined to exclude éo7i, cancd 
by Lu., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEFG and several 
curss., with the It. & Vig. verss., and many 
fathers, as Eus., Athan., Basil, Epiph., & Chrys., 
confirmed by internal evidence. 

9. For avrew, Tisch. & Alf. read avi, fr. 
AB 17, 31, 678, 74, 80 [add Lam. 1182], Vlg¢., 
and a few copies of the Ital.: and Al. sup- 
poees the t. rec. a correcn to conform to the fore- 
going; but considering the scantiness af the 
evidence, it is more probable that the correcn 
arose fr. that quarter. 

12, wodAd fixe, ed. by Ln., fr. ABC and 
3 curss., is a crit. correcn for polishing the style, 
by bringing together wéAn and its adjective. 

24. For teregour ri, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
vorspounive, fr. ABC 17, 57, 673, and some 
fathers: and Al. pronounces the t. rec. a correcn 
to more usual enon in N. T.; but in so 
tae copies as have e reading was more likely to 

© a correcn to the t .; occg both in 
the class Gr. writers, and ala ity the N er. e. g. 
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Lk. xv. 14, Rom. iii. 23, 1 Cor. i. 7, viii. 8, 
Phil. iv. 12, Heb. xi. 37. 

27. méXoue for wépous was an error of scribes, 
either by misunderstanding the force of the 
phrase éx mépovus, or arising fr. indistinct dic- 
tation. 

28. For stra, Ln., Tis., and Al. edit, from 
ABC 17, 39, 73, 74, 93 [add Lam. 1182, Mus. 
11836, 16184], Bas., Cyr., gracra: and Al. pro- 
nounces the t. rec. a correcn to more usual form, 
as follg éwe:ra; but gwerra was rather a cor- 
recn to promote variety of expression. I wd 
now edit avr:Anuy. fr. ABDEG. 

31. For xpeirrova, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
peifova, fr. ABC and 11 curss., and I agree with 
Al. that xp. is prob. a correcn, fr. wef. not being 
understood; thus at xiv. 5, xpaioo. occurs for 
mei. in some copies. 


XIII. 3. For t. rec., based on Steph. 3, & found 
in very many curss., &c., WoulYo, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read Wwnuiow, fr. ABCDEFG and about 
20 curss., to wh. I add all the Lam., all the Ser. 
exc. 2, and all the Mus. copies collated by me, 
with the Compl., Colin, Wolf-Ceph., Prevot., 
Bogard., R. Shey te & several fathers, as Clem., 
Bas., Cyr., & Chrys., and ed. by Mill, Wets., 
apn and Al. pronounces Wwpuite a correcn, 
fr. the force of the aor. not being perceived ; 
but it may rather have arisen from error of 
scribes, as in the edn of Beza yrwulfes did fr. 
blunder of printers, who occasionally confound, 
fr. their great similarity in some MSS., the let- 
ters o & (; or from acribes inadvertently bringing 
in, perhaps from dictation, the pres. indic. for 
the subj. aor., as in several MSS., at not a few 
vanes of N. T. See Rom. xiv. 8, Gal. i. 8, 

Thess. iii. 8, where see my notes. This use of 
the ind. pres. seems to have been an idiom of 
very late and common Gr. (like our vulgar ‘ if it 
=) confined to the language of conversation (as a 
colloquialism), and thus very unlikely to have 
been used by St. Paul. 

9. For yao, Tis. 2 & 3 edits dé, fr. KL & above 
60 curss. (add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, 
k, 1, Mus. 5116, 11836, 16184, & Cov. 5, omd by 
Mill); but La. & Al. retain yap, rightly, internal 
evidence confirming very strong external for yap, 
instead of wh. dé was a crit. correcn, arising fr. 
& misunderstanding of the force of yap, from a 
non-perception of its reference. 

10. réte before éx pép. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABDJEG and 8 cures. [add Lam. 
1196, Mus. 16184, at least in its archetype, also 
in ed. Colin], It., Vig., Cop., & other verss., & 
Orig. 3: and Al. supposes rove to be an addition 
for emphasis and precision, but in so few copies 
as 13 the reading seems to have been ya 
crit. correcn to remove an unnecessary parti- 
cle, and partly an error of scribes, whose eyes 

fr. ro to ro inadvertently, thus omitting 
the re. 

ll. The transpositions found in AB 17, 80, 
93, Le Sage a JEth., & Arm. verss., Clem, 
Orig., -» Nyss., Did., & al., and adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., may present the genuine read- 
ing, — ca aes of the words - the t. ree. 
may be, as Al. avers, transposns for “an expaeet 
sake ; but considering the beautinees of the evi 
dence, it is far more prob. that in thoee 5 copies 
the order there presented was an altern for sim- 
plicity and perspicuity, suggested by those veres., 
fr. wh. the fathers derived it, prob. citing fr. 
memory. Aé after dre is cancd by Ln., Tis. 





1 CORINTHIANS XIII. 12—XIV. 382. 


& Al., fr. ABD 673, 119, Cop. & AEth. verss., 
and several of the most ancient copies of the 
Vig., alao Orig. & Did.: but, in so few copies 
as 5, the dé seems to have been inadvertently 
passed over by certain scribes, it being absorbed 
in the ve preceding. As to internal evidence, 
it is almost equally balanced, but rather inclines 
in favour of the dé, since the dé has oft been 
inserted by critics for connexion and contrast ; 
yet it has been as oft lost fr. causes such as 
paleographical principles seldom fail, as here, to 
point out. 

12. yao, absent in DEFG, Vig., It., & Arm. 
verss., Cyr., Tert., & Cypr., seems to have been 
lost by the influence of the Latin verss. on the 
revisers of the text. It was passed over in those 
versions fr. ignorance of the true force of the 
particle and its reference, since it points the con- 
trast; on wh. see Al. 


XIV. 5. For yap, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dé, 
fr. AB & 39, & Cop. vers.: and Al. pronounces 
the ydp a correcn, to give a reason. See his 
note. But the extreme scantiness of authority 
for é2 forbids its adoption, and internal evidence 
is not decidedly favourable, though é2 is some- 
what appropriate; not howr if taken, with Al., 
as transitional, but as continuattve = now, or 
Surthermore. 

6. viv for vuvi, ed. by Ln., fr. ABD! FG alone, 
is a correcn to more usual form by critics, un- 
aware of the emphasis inherent in the lengthened 
form, with strengthened sense, of suvi, almost 
peculiar to Paul, but oft altered by Alexn cri- 
tics to vuv, as in 1 Cor, xii. 18, Col. i. 26, 
Philem. 9, Heb. xi. 16, where see my notes. 
ana ‘but as ye case — is.” F ; 

. For rots @0dyyors, Ln. reads rw pbdy- 

w, fr. B and some fe & ancient Vig. copies: 

ut it seems an error of scribes for rw Biovyer, 
‘to the tone’ = intonation. Render, ‘if they 
have not imparted a distinction to the tone.’ 

10. For éoriy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read slow», 
fr. ABDEFG and 7 cures, Clem., Dam., & 
Theoph.; and internal evidence being quite in 
its favour, I wd now adopt it, and wd bracket 
autwy after ovdiv, internal evidence being 
against it, as prob. an addn for precision, per- 
haps derived fr. the schol. or verss.: besides, the 
absence of the airw rests on considerable evi- 
dence, as ABDEG and 11 curss., excl. of Lam. 
1185, and ed. Colin. 

13. 16 for dcdmwep, ed. by Ln., fr. ABDEFG, 
seems in those few copies a correcn either for sim- 
plifin, as supr. x. 14 (see 1 Pet. ii. 6), or rather 
to more usual form. 

16. For evAoynons, Ln. edits edAoyys, fr. 
ABDE and 4 curss. (add Lam. 1183, Scr. 0, 
Mus. 16184, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill], but in- 
ternal evidence is unfavourable, evAdyns being, 
pot so much, as Al. supposes, a correcn to v. 14, 
as an unfinished reading, the scribes being doubt- 
ful whether to write svAoyioys, or —ceis, 
found in K and some ancient curss. Iam dis- 

sed to bracket +o before wvevu., cancd by 

n., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEFG 17, 79, Dam. 

18. wov after Oem is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABDEFG and 9 curss., with the Syr., 
It., Vig., in some copies, Cop., AXth., & Arm. 
verss., Chrys. & Theod.: and Al. pronounces 
the you an addition from such places as Rom. 
i. 8, 1 Cor. i. 4 & 14, Phil. i. 3, Philem. 4 & al., 
which is so prob., that I might have double- 
brackd the word. For yAwooucs, Ln., Tis., & 
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Al. read yAdoon, fr. ADEFG 17, 31, It., Vig. 
Damasc., and some Latin fathers, and inte 
evidence may seem in its favour, since yAwooare 
may be a correctio ad sensum, but, in so few 
copies, it was prob. derived from supr. v. 14, & 
the Vlg. & It. verss., and adopted, it seems, fr. 
verss. & scholia to match yAwoor at next verso, 
in each of which passages it is in all the 
copies, as it is also in the present. If yAwooyg 
be the true reading, the noun is taken gene- 
rically to mean ‘ by or with tongues, the gift of 
so speaking.’ Comp. 1 Joh. iii. 18, ui) Aoyw— 
muds yAwoon, for Aoyas & yAwooas. For 
Aaho, Ln., Tis., & Al. read AaA@y, fr. BDE 
FG 17, 67, 78, 121 gs Lam. 1181, & Mus.- 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill], It., Vig., Cop. Syr., 
CEcum., & Orig.; but internal evidence scarcely 
confirms incompetent external, inasmuch as the 

present after evx. may have been, as Al. 
avers, “‘ not understood ;” and thus some critics 
might seek to help the failing construcn by in- 
serting Sr, others by changing the verb Rad, 
into a participle; but that is a bare supposition, 
scarcely admissible, for reasons ably alleged by 
Reiche, Crit. Comment. 

19. For é:a rou vods, Ln. & Al. read re vot, 
fr. ABDEFG and 12 curss., with the Vig., Syr., 
& Cop. verss.: and Al. regards the t. rec. as a 
correcn to remove a so-thought harshness, the 
understanding being only the tzdtrect instru- 
ment; but the reading of AB is rather the cor- 
recn for conformity to supr. v. 15, as Tis., who 
still retains the t. rec., now sees. The reading 
of Marcion, in Epiphan., d:a tdy vopov, is a 
mere error of scribe for 8. 7. ydov, @ correcn to 
a so-thought preferable construcn. 

21. The reading érépwy for érépors, ed. b 
Ln., fr. AB and 8 curss., is more prob., as Al, 
& Tis. suppose, a correcn to suit étepoyAwecors, 

the t. rec. a mere mechanical correcn to 
suit the other datives, as Meyer pronounces, 

23. For «x. wdvres yAwoo. XaX., Ln. reads 
wav. AaX. yiX., fr. ABFG [add Mus.-Cov, 2, 
omd by Mill], Bas., & Theoph., while Tis. & 
Al. read Aad. yA. wavt., fr. D'E, with Cop., 
Goth., Arm., & Eth. verss. : and Al. pronounces 
the other readings as transpositions to suit wdwr. 
wpod. at next verse, not observing the emphatio 
position of AaX. yA. here; but the emphasis 
seems i inary, and involving something far- 
fetched. It is more probable that the two varia- 
tions of reading fr. the t. rec. were correcns of 
order to promote variety of expression. 

25. On reconsidering the case, as regards the 
authenticity of the words wai oltrws before Ta 
xpuwra, 1 am ready to exclude them on strong 
evidence, ABDEFG and about 12 curss., & ed. 
Colin, with almost all the verss., and several 
fathers, confirmed by internal evidence, as ably 
weighed by Mey. & Al. 

26. The phrases yAwoo. éy., amon. x., are 
transposed by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEFG 
& one curs. [add Lam. 1185], but on insufficient 
grounds. From the confusion into wh. the text 
got at an early period, it is scarcely possible to 
ascertain the genuine text. I wd now read 
yivéotw (with Lnu., Tis., & Al.), fr. ABDEFG 
and about 24 curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 
86, 96, Scr. f, g, h, 1, m, 0. 

32. For wvevmara, 4 uncials and 5 curss., 
with the It., Vig. (Sixt.), Syr., & Asth. verss., & 
Or.! & Theod., have wvevua, but it seems to be 
a correcn to the sing., the plur. being of old mis- 
understood, as it is now misinterpreted by De 


238 


Wette. On the true force, seo Al., and also 
my note. 

34, For éwirértpawra:, Lu., Tis., & Al. edit 
éwirpéwera, fr. ABDEFG and 8 or 9 curss., 
and ed. Colin: and Mey. & Al. suppose the t. rec. 
a correcn to the perf. tense, the sense of the perf. 
being more familiar to the scribes (or the revisers); 
but it would seem that éw:rpéw. was an error 
of scribes, who mistook the abbrevn of the perf. 
for the Bk written at large. 

35. For yuva:tiv, Lo., Tis., & Al. edit yu- 
vaixl, fr. AB and 15 curss.: and Al. thinks the 
plur. was a correcn to conform to v. 19, but 
yuvacxi seems rather the correcn of critics to a 
more refined expression, and suggested by 1 Tim. 
ii. 12, where there is no variation of reading. 

40. After wayra, Ln., Tis., & Al. insert dé, 
fr. ABDEFG and 13 curss. [add Lam. 11827], 
It., Vig., Syr., & Cop. verss.,& ed. Colin. The 
particle was removed because there seemed no 
contrast. 


XV. 4. For rq rplrn iu., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
TH nu. v. Tp., fr. ABDE and one curs. [add 
ed. Colin]: and Al. thinks the t. rec. an altern 
to simpler expression by critics not perceiving 
the solemnity and emphatic force of the other 
reading. But the reading of AB is rather a 
correcn to tmpart solemnity and emphasis, 
though here it wd seem not called for. Comp. 
Matt. xvi. 21, & xvii. 23, wh. passages dissuade 
any change here. 

0. » before oby imoi is cancd by Ln. & AL, 
from BDFG, It., Vig., and Orig.; but Tis. 
2 & 3 retains the 4, rightly, internal evidence 
being in its favour, since it was more likely to 
be removed as unnecessary, or passed over by 
inadvertence, than inserted in all the copies exc. 
4, from no absolute necessity. The absence of 
n after ) yapre in DFG, & It. & Vig. verss., 
comes under the same category. 

14. wai after doa is inserted by Tis. & Al., 
fr. ADEFG and above 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1185, 86, 96, Scr. f, 1, m], Basm. & Goth. 
verss., & Cicum., and internal evidence is rather 
in its favour, since it was more likely to be 
removed as superfluous, than added. The d2 
before «ai is cancd by Ln. & Al., fr. ABD! FG 
and 5 curss. [add Lam. 1182!, Scr. m], with a 
few verss. & fathers; but Tis. 2 & 3 retains it, 
rightly, since internal evidence confirms very 
strong external in favour of the particle, wh. was 
far more likely to be removed than tnserted. 

19. The transposn of ivy yprorw, fr. after to 
before hAwtK. éxpéev, is adopted by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABDFG and 5 curss., It. & Vig., Orig.}, 
Theoph., Iren., & ed. Colin, and internal evi- 
dence may seem in favour ; yet the t. rec. may be, 
as Al. avers, “Sa transposn for perspicuity,”’ but 
the transposn, in so few copies, may have arisen 
the other way; by the accidental omission of the 
words after Aw. éou. puov., and their restora- 
tion to the text, but in the wrong place, in those 
10 copies. It is plain, howr, that the text had, 
at an early period, got into confusion, insomuch 
that it is uncertain what was the original order 
of the words. "HAwix. éou. has a very weighty & 
suitable sense, denoting more than the verb #A7i- 
xanev wd do, as implying the continuity of the 
hope all along to the end of life, q. d. ‘ we who 
have been hoping and do continue all along to 


x . dyévero after Kexowu. is cancd by Ln. 
Tis, & Al, fr. ABDIE'FG and 5 curse. with 
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It., Vig., Cop., Basm., & Arm. verss., Orig. & 
other fathers, confirmed by internal evidence, it 
being prob. a supplemental gloss, derived from 
the Syriac and other verss., and the marg. schol., 
though it originated in crit. revisers, who did 
not understand the force of the asyndeton, and 
the true construcn, somewhat irregular, of the 
sentence; on which see Gerdes, 

21. 6 before Javaros, cancd by Ln., fr. ABDK 

673, Orig.3, Athan., Cyr., & Dam., was more 
prob. removed to conform to avaor. below, than 
os introduced fr. the kindred passage of Rom. 
v. 12. 
23. rov before Xprorov, absent fr. t. rec., 
Elz., & the Steph. edd., seems to have arisen 
fr. an error of the press in the 3rd edn of Steph., 
which hence came into all the Elz. edna, and 
was inadvertently introduced by Beza into his 
own edition, and thence came into the ordinary 
edns. Whether it is absent fr. any MS. is un- 
certain. It is in all the Lam. & Scr. copies, 
and all the Mus. ones collated by me. 

24. For wapadw, Ln, Tis., & Al. read wapa- 
éido:, fr. BFG, but without any good reason, 
since that the t. rec. shd, as Al. avers, have 
an altern to conform to xarapyneas, the pro- 

riety of the pres. being overlooked, is far leas 
ikely than that d:dot shd have been in those 
3 copies an error of scribes for wapadséw, found 
in ADE and several curss., but wrongly, as will 
appear fr. my notes on Matt. xiv. 10, 11, and 
Reiche’s note here. 

25. dy before 0g is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al, 
fr. ABDFG and 6 curss., Cop., Sah., & Basm. 
verss., with Orig.3, Hipp., Athan., Eus., Epiph., 
Dam., and other fathers, perhaps rightly, since 
the dv, both here and supr. xi. 26, was likely 
to be introduced by critics, who thought it neces- 
sary to the sense, which it is not, and found 
it in the Septuagint. But see my note supr. 


xi. 26. 

28. The 3rd ra is cancd by Ln., fr. ABD! 
17, Hippol., Marc., & Eus., but internal evi- 
dence confirms strong external, the ra, wh., 
howr, imparts great force to the expressions,_—as 
in Jos. Antt. xix. 23, ra wavra jw ab’rote,— 
being expunged by the Alexn critics to remove 
tautology, and impart variety of expression. 

29. For the 2d ray vexpwv, Ln., Tis., & AL 
read avréy, fr. ABD! EFGK and 20 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 85], with the It., Vig., Cop., Basm., 
later Syr., & Arm. verss., Orig. & other fathers; 
but internal evidence is adverse, the words being 
less likely to be, as Mey. & Al. say, a mecha- 
nical repetition of the above, than avras an 
altern to remove a so thought tautology; such 
repetitions being oft, as here, introduced to im- 
part emphasis, and intensity of sense. 

31. After xadynow, Ln. & Tis. 3 insert 
ade dol, fr. ABK and 15 or 16 curss., with the 
Vig., Syr., & other verss., & ed. Colin, but 
I still, with Al., exclude the word, though in- 
ternal evidence is almost equally balanced. See 
note supr. xi. 2, Rom. 20 18: & Eph. vi. 10. 

33. For yo7od., I still, with Gr., Sch, ‘ 
Tis., & Al., read ypnora, fr. ABDEFGKL 
and the bulk of the curss., to wh. I can add all 
the Lam. & Scr., and nearly all the Mas. copies; 
and internal evidence is, 1 have shown, in its 
favour, the words being, Al. agrees with me, 
not a regular citation, but a common-place saying 
of colloquial usage, though originally founded on 
the iambic trimeter of Eurip., adopted by 
Menander. 
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34. For Aya, Ln., Tis., & A). read Aad, fr. 
BDE and 10 curas. (add Scr. k] & Vig.,—elender 
authority, but compensated by internal evidence 
in its favour, it being prob. an altern for sim- 
plicity, suggested by supr. vi. 5, the true force of 

adk@ being misunderstood,—which is, ‘I am 
ae (comp. Mk. xi. 23, xii. 1, Joh. xiv. 10) 
what I speak, unto your shame, —a form of 
earnest, but affectionate expostulation, as supr. 
vi. 5, where Aadw for Aeyo is found in B, 
derived fr. the here. 

36. For adoov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ddows, 
fr. ABCDEFG and many curss. (add Lam. 
1196), and internal evidence confirms very strong 
external, the nom. for voc. being from its rarity, 
though occg several times in N. T. & Sept., 
the more cpa to be altered, as it has been 
not unfrequently elsewhere, e. g. in Lk. xii. 20, 
where &dpwy is, with reason, adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. 12 uncials and many curss. 

add Lam. 1176—79, 93, Scr. i, v, z, P, Mus. 
4774, 16933]. 

38. For air. did., Ln., Tis., & Al. read df2. 
avr., fr. AB 80 [add Lam. 1183, 85, Scr. m, o, 
Mus. 16184], Vig., Syr., & Cop. verss., Orig.}, 
Epiph., Dam., & al., and, internal evidence pene 
in its favour, it is prob. the true reading. T 
bef. 73. is cancd by Gr., Ln., & Al., fr. ABDE 
FG and 6 curss. [add Lam. 11831, Scr. 0] ; but Tis. 
2 & 3 retains ro, rightly, since it was less likely 
to be added by crities in all the copies but 14, 
than in those few to have been Jost by inadver- 
tence of scribes, as abeorbed in the -rw preceding. 

39. The 3rd capt is cancd by Matth., Gr., 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEFG and 60 curss. 
{add Lam. 118], 82, 83, 84, 85, Scr. f, g, h, 
k, 1, m, 0, and some Mus. copies], with Vig., It., 
Cop., lat. Syr., Aith., and some fathers, confirmed 
by internal evidence. 

44. El tor. o. W. ior. wai wvevpu. is read b 
Ln., Tis., & Al. fr. ABCDFG and 9 curss., wit 
Vig., It., Cop., & Aéth. verss., not, howr, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, which is almost 
equally balanced, though supposed by Tis. & Al. 
to incline in favour of the reading which they 
adopt; but see Reiche’s Annotations. At any 
rate the sentiment thus becomes jeune and un- 
Pauline. 

49, For dopicouey, Ln. edits dopéowper, fr. 
ACDEFGKL and above 20 curss. [add Lam. 
118], 82, 83, 91, 94, 96, Scr. f, h, k, 1, m, 0, 
and 3 Mus. copies], with It., Vig., Cop., & Goth. 
verss., Theod., Orig., and other fathers, wh. may 
be, as Al. supposes, an altern of critics, to convert 
what is really a physical assertion into an ethical 
exhortation: but it may partly have arisen from 
scribes eonfounding, as they oft do, w and o. 
At any rate the course of the Apostle’s reason- 
ing requires—as will appear from the able dis- 
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cussions of Crell., Est., and Gerdes—the fut. 
indicat., and not the subjunct.; for, as Est. ob- 
serves, “it is said of a thing future, i.e. what 
kind of body we shall receive at the resurrection ; 
there being here a continuation of the doctrine 
of the resurrection, and a sort of eaplanation of 
it.” On the whole, Calv. has ably shown, that 
the Apostle means not here to speak of newness 
of life, but the resurrection of the just. 

5. On more mature consider, I am induced 
to sions the reading Gavare lis, for dén, fr. 
BCDEFG 39, 67, It., Vig., Cop., AEth., & Arm. 
verss., Eus., Athan., Nyss., Iren., and other 
fathers, the t. rec. being prob. a correcn to suit 
the Vig., as also may the vixoe before xivrpov, 
adopted by Ln., fr. BCL 17, 64,71, Vig. and 
other verss. 


XVI. 7. For é2, Ln., Tis., & Al. read yap, 
fr. ABCDEFG and very many curss. [add Mus.- 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill), but internal evidence does 
not confirm external, since it was less likely 
that d¢ shd have been a correcn to suit the sense, 
than yap have been inadvertently written by 
careless scribes, who oft confound 8 with the 
abbrevn for yap : they also read éwirpéyyy, fr. 
7 uncials and 15 curss., perhaps rightly. 

17. I wd now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., ot-ror, 
fr. ABCDEFG and 1 cuts., with It., Vig., Syr., 
& Cop. verss., & Clem. Rom., Epist. f finem. 
ovpt. was an error of spelling, arising fr. care- 
less dictation, and the broad pronunciation of 
common life. 

19. For dowafovrat, Tis. & Al. read dowdZe- 
vat, fr. CDEK & al. (what are those? I can, howr., 
adduce Lam. 1184, & Mus.-Cov. 4), Goth. vers., 
& Theod. ap. Caten.; but Ln., with Gr. & Vig., 
retains -—ovrat, rightly, since —era: seems a 
crit. correcn, formed on a false view of the con- 


- strucn, prob. suggested by the order ’AxvAae 


wo\Xa, found in DE and some Ital. copies. 
For [pioxAAa, Tis. 3 edits Ipicxa, fr. B 17, 
It., Cop., & Goth. verss., & Vig., Am., Demid., 
Harl., & Pelag. The same name occurs at 
Rom. xvi. 9 (where see note) & 2 Tim. iv. 19, in 
all the uncials, and all the curss. exc. 20 
IIpioxtAXa, howr, occurs without variation in 
Acts xviii. 2 & 26, fr. wh. passages it passed in 
several copies into the two passages of the 
Pauline Epistles where Ilpfox«a occurs. 

22. Ln., Tis., & Al. read & print dva@ena. 
papavid, fr. several MSS. [add Lam. 1186, 
Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, 0), which is perbaps the genuine 
reading. 

24, “Api is cancd by Tis., and brackd by 
Ln. & Al., fr. AG 17, 64, 66, It. & Vig. 
copies; but there is not sufficient warrant for 
even the latter course, as will appear from my 
note on Rom. xv. 33, 


2 CORINTHIANS. 


I. 5. I have, with Ln., Tis., & Al., added rov 
before Xpiorov, fr. ABCDEFGK and ve 
many curss. [add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, 96, 
Scr. g, hb, k, 1, m, n, oJ, confirmed by internal 
evidence, since it is more likely to be omd, or 
removed as unnecessary, than to be added. 

6,7. 1 am still of the same opinion as to the 
reading of these verses, which I have, with Ln., 


Tis., & Al., adopted fr. 8 uncials and upwards 
of 60 curss.,‘to wh. I can add Lam. 113], 82, 
83, 84, 86, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, n, 0, & some 
Mus. copies, esp. Cov. 2, omd by Mill. For 
&owep, I am now inclined to adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., ws, fr. ABCDE [add Mus.-Cov. 2, 
omd by Mill], confirmed by internal evidence, 
since, as Tis. observes, “ Sowep substitutum 
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videtur, ut planius esset cum gors &c., non 
arctius cum xowwvol conjungendum esse.” 

8. For dwip, Ln. reads wepi, fr. ABDEFG 
and 8 curss. [add Lam, 1183, Scr. m%, 0, Mus. 
11837], Bas., Chrys.1, Antioch., but quite against 
internal evidence, since v7ép, as being the more 
difficult reading, was more likely to be altered 
than the easier and plainer wepi. This use of 
aeot is somewhat unfrequent; but it occurs 
twice in the Sept., and several times in the class. 
writers; and, indeed, it would present itself 
more frequently were it not on some other occa- 
sions thrown out, and the more usual preposi- 
tion brought in, by misjudging critics, who, as 
Billroth here, have mistaken the construcn, wh. 
has been ably traced by Peile. 

12. For dwAcrnrt, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
dy.ornte, fr. ABCK 37, 64, 67, 73, Cop. & 
Arm. verss., Clem., Orig., Dam., Anton.; but 
external evidence is insufficient and not com- 
pensated by internal, since, as Tis. 3 remarks 
(who has restored a@wA.), “ probabilius est 
G@ytoTntt, utpote quod esset multo plus quam 
awAornt: aliena manu illatum quam _ sub- 
latum esse.” The scribes, or perhaps the cri- 
tics, in like manner, stumbled at dwAornTos in 
2 Cor. xi. 3, ot rw pPOapy Ta vorpata bump 
awe ris adwAXérnTos, &c., where some of the 
most ancient MSS. have dwA. xai adyvoriros 
or dytotnros, while in others is prefixed xat 
Tis dyvdétnros, evidently for the purpose of 
qualifying and explaining awAdr. See the note 
of Reiche on this passage. I am now inclined 
to add rou before Oeov, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. ABCDE and 5 cures. [add Lam. 1182], in- 
ternal evidence confirming not inconsiderable 
external. 

15. For wpds vuac éA8. wport., Tis. & Al. 
read wodr. id0. wp. vuas, fr. DEFGKL and 
many curss.: and Al, pronounces the t. rec. ‘‘a 
correcn of arrangement,” but the other reading 
is quite as likely to be such; and the other 
varieties of reading cannot but occasion a distrust 
in any of them, and induce us to retain the t. 
rec., exc. that rd may be inserted before rpor. 
on considerable authority. 

16. For dcsAOetv, Ln. adopts dreXO., fr. 
ADEG 80, Cop., Syr. ; and several copies, ex- 
clus. of Lam. 1182, 83, Scr. 0, Mus. 16184, 
ed. Comp]. & Roviere, have iA6.; but both 
readings arose, as Tis. 3 shows, fr. correcn. 
Comp. Rom. xv. 28, where, as Tis. observes, 
“nemo amweXtedoouat dt’ Judy mutavit.” 

17. For BovAevomevos, Ln. reads BovAdu., fr. 
ABCFG and 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. 
h, m, 0, Mus. 5116, 11836, 16184, & Cov. 5, omd 
by Mill], Vlg. & Cop. veres., Chrys., Dam., & 

heoph. ; but internal evidence is unfavourable, 
since BovAdu. may be, as Al. avers, a correcn to 
suit éBovArA. above. It is true that the words 
BovAzvecOar & BovAecOar are oft interchanged 
by scribes; but, as Tis. observes, ‘‘ 2BouXouny 
magis ad mutandum incitavit quam fouAsvo- 

a.” 
7 18. For éyévero, Ln., Tis., & Al. read gorey, 
fr. ABCDFG and 5 curas. [add Mus.-Cov. 4, 
omd by Mill], It., Vig., Goth., & Cop. verss., 
Theoph. marg.: and the t. rec. may be, as Al. 
says, “a correcn to suit the supposed reference to 
the F coy or, a8 Tis., “‘ ad versum seqm. accom- 
mod.” But that is a purely gratuitous suppo- 
sition. It is quite as likely that gor 18 @ 
correcn to suit what the critics thought a re- 
qutred reference to the present, not aware that 
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the imperf. is often used to designate habitual 
action, so as to be nearly equivalent to the pre- 
sent. In confirmation of my opinion as to eo. 
being a critical alteration, I add, that one of the 
most ancient of the MSS. which have it (the 
Cod. C), has at v. 9 gov: instead of éyévero,—a 
manifest critical alteration. 

19. For yap rov Oeov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
tov Qeou yap, fr. ABC and 4 curss. [add Cov. 
2, omd by Mill], authority too slender to war- 
rant its reception, esp. since internal evidence is 
not in its rea inasmuch as although the t. 
rec. may have been a correcn of order, yet it 
is quite as likely that the other reading was euch, 
and, considering the fewness of copies, far more 
probable. There is indeed little doubt that, in 
those eight, it arose from error of a scribe, who, 
after having passed over the yap (very often 
omd by scribes), and perceiving it after having 
written rot Beov, brought it in after those words, 
to avoid defacing his copy. The case I have 
supposed,—of the yap being omd by the scribe, 
—does occur in one of Matthzi’s MSS., though 
unrecorded by Griesb. and Scholz. 


II. 1. I still retain, with Tis. 3, the reading 
gy NUwn woos bu. éX0., fr. ABCDEFG and 
about 36 curss., excl. of Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 85, 
86, 95, 96, Scr. f, g,h, k, 1, m,n,o, Mus.-Cov. 2, 
& al., confirmed by internal evidence, in the 
Pauline nerve and vigour, which attests its 
genuineness. The rec. seems an altern for sim- 
plicity, suggested by some verses. and schol. 

2. éor. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 
alone, and the insufficiency of authority is not 
ig cient by internal evidence, since it is far 
less likely that the word should have been in- 
terpolated in all the copies but 3, than have been 
lost in those 3 from inadvertence of scribes, 
owing to a variation in position of gor. in some 
ancient copies, which, as usual, occasioned omie- 
sions in a few copies. As to the verss., there is 
no good reason for pre that éo-r. was absent 
fr. the copy used by the Pesch. Syr. translator. It 
was undoubtedly in the copy used by Orig. In 
fact, the nature of the idiom, and the force of 
the xai in this interrogative use of xai, which 
demands a verb, or its equivalent (as in Mk. x. 
26, Lk. iii. 14, x. 29, 2 Cor. ii. 2), cannot dispense 
with the gor. Render, ‘Who then is there 
that shall cheer me,” &c. ? 

3. duiv ie cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 
17, but internal evidence does not compensate 
insufficient external, since the pronoun was 
far less likely to be interpolated in all the copies 
but 4, than in those 4 to have been lost by in- 
advertence of scribes, owing to the variety of 
position of the pronoun in some copies. éwi A¥v- 
anv after A\vwny are found in DEFG and7 cares. 
[add Lam. 1182, and ed. he also iwi Adawy 
in several curss., & ed. Compl., Vig., It, later 
Syr., & Pelag.; but the words are evidently an 
addition uayeeiod by Phil. ii. 27. 

For éxw, Ln., Tis., & Al. read cys, fr. AB 
and 10 curss, [add Lam. 1182.85, 91, ed. Compl., 
Eras., Colin, Bogard., & al.], Chrvs., Th a 
CEcum., confirmed by internal evidence, as will 
ala fr. my note on Matt. xix. 16. 

0. For xai éyw, I wd now, with Ln., Tis, 
& Al., read xéyu, fr. ABC®DE 31, 37, 47 [add 
Lam. 1182, Scr. m], for reasons wh. see in note 
on Matt. ix. 30, & eleewh. 

17. For xarevwrtoy, Ln. edits ratéivarrs, fr. 


ABC and 5 curss. See tn/r, xii. 19, Eph. i. 4, 
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Col. i. 22, & notes, both here and énfr. xii. 19. 
Tot before 2d Oeou is cancd by Ln., fr. ABCD 
and 12 cures., but it is a correcn to correspond 
to ix Oeoy: but wrongly, since here, as ob- 
serves Al., the art. is significant as imparting 
solemnity. 


ILI. 1. cumorayv, ed. by Ln., fr. BD 17, 39 
{add Lam. ]182], may be an unfinished raras 
but more prob. a rare form, oceg, infr. iv. 2, 
where see note, and comp. x. 18. For el ui, L., 
T., & A. read 4 wii, fr. BCDEFG & many curss. 
[add Lam. 1182, Scr. f, m],—a mere itacism. 

3. For ivyeypaupévn, Tis. 3 reads iyyeyo. 
fr. B 67, 74, aleo at v. 2 in B. For wAagiv 
«xandias, Ln. & Al. read wAakiv xupdiars, fr. 
ABDEGL and several curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
85, 86, 90, 96, Scr. f, h, 1, n, 0, Mus. 5116, 
Cov. 2, 3, 5}, but Tis. 2 & 3 retains wAakiy 
xapdias, which is confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, xapdiars being a correcn of critics, or 
error of scribes, fr. mistaking the construcn. 

5. AoyiLecBar, edited by Ln., fr. CDEFG 
and several curss. [add Scr. 1, n], is a mere 
correcn to plainer reading. 

6. For dwoxrsivat, Tis. & Al. read daroxrév- 
ves, fr. FGK 46, and others (add Lam. 1184, 
Ser. f, 1, Mus. 2 & 4}, confirmed by dwoxréves, 

rhaps rightly, as will appear fr. my note on 
Mk. xii. 5. Comp. axoxrevey in Sept. at Isa. 
xvi. 3. 

7. For yeéuuaow, Lu., Tis., & Al. read 
yedument, fr. BDFG & al., but it seems a 
correcn of critics to what seemed a more suitable 
construcn, on which ground —aow is restored 
by Tis. 3. ’Ev before AiBose is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCIDFG 17, 67, 73, 80, Orig., 
Did., Epiph., & Theod., and since internal evi- 
dence is equally balanced, I wd now bracket 
the word. 

9. +7 d:axovia for 4 8:x., adopted by Ln., fr. 
ACDFG & 6 curss. [add Lam. 1182], is a mere 
explanatory correcn. ‘Ey before dof is cancd 
by La., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. ABC 17, 39, 67, 80, 
but Tis. 3 restores it,—rightly, since internal 
evidence confirms very strong external in its 
favour. 

17. ixpt before éAXev0. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCD 17, 67, Syr. & Cop. verss., & 
some fathers: and Al. supposes it “‘ txserted as 
usual after éxet :”” but it 1s sometimes, as here, 
expunged for greater brevity and spirit, e. E- at 
Mk. vi, 55. That éxet was here more likely 
to be expunged as superfluous, and for promoting 
aa I have shown in note on Acts 
xiv. 28, 


IV. 1. For éxxaxsitv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
éyxaxeiv, fr. ABDFG & a few curss.,—scarcely 
competent authority,—yet internal evidence, 
weighed aright, is, I am inclined to think, in 
favour of éy«., as seems to appear fr. the follow- 
ing note of Tis. 3: ‘“‘ Videtur sensu quidem vix 
differre iyx. & éxx., utraque vero vox est re- 
centior et rara, nisi quod paullo magis invenitur 
éxxax. apud scriptores ecclesiasticos. Tamen 
idem in his atque in N. T. accidere potuit ut 
edd. recentiores éxxax. frequentarent pro éy«. 
librorum antiquissimorum, quorum auctoritas 
hac in re minime negligenda est.” The true 
sense of éynaxety, when used as here, ia ‘to 
give way, by abandoning one's duty through 
cowardice.” 

2. For cumorwvres, CDFG and 3 curss. 
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have custordvree, which is edited by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., but without sufficient external authority, 
and against internal evidence, by a breach of the 
most certain of critical canons,—since it is ex- 
pelling an unusual form, and bringing in an 
ordinary one. The same error is repeated tn/r. 
ch. vi. 4. In both passages Griesb. and Matth. 
rightly retain cuvcotwytes, also at ch. x. 18, 
where Al. strangely calls cumotuy. the more 
usual form ; whereas it is the very reverse. See 
note supr. in iii. 1. 

16. For éxxax., I would now read, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., éyx., fr. BCDEFG and several 
cures. [add Lam. 1186], for reasons which see 
in note supr. v. 1, and s/r. Eph. iii. 13: comp. 
2 Thess. iii. 13. 


V. 10. For xaxdv, Tis. reads gavAdy, fr. 
C 17, 23, 37, 39, Lam. 1186, while Ln. & Al., 
with myself, retain xaxdv. But internal evi- 
dence hardly suffices to confirm strong external, 
since it is rather in favour of mavAov. See, 
however, my note on Rom. xi. Il. 

12. The yap, absent fr. BCDFG and 3 curss., 
together with some verss. and fathers, has been 
cancd by Ln. and Tis.; but on insufficient 

unds, since it has internal evidence in its 
favour bein far more likely to have been pat 
out of, than At into, the text; and being, 
moreover, as ancient as the Alex. MS., and 
even as the time of Theodoret,—because, though 
not found in the fe2t of his Commentary, it has 

lace in the Commentary itself. The reason 
or its being thrown out of the text was, I appre- 
hend, that the Alexandrian critics did not per- 
ceive its force ; which, however, will sufficiently 
appear from the connexion traced by me, after 

alv.and Hyper. The particle in question not 
unfrequently comes in after the od, serving to 
introduce the negation to some question put in 
the form of an objection. 

14. cuvéxet huas) No expositor has so well 
as CEcum. pointed out the full sense of the 
forcible term ocuvéxw, which he explains by 
couvw0et, showing it to mean that a person is so 
constrained to take one road or course as to be 
utterly excluded from taking any other; of 
which see exx. in Steph. Thes. in v. ed. Par. 
Comp. Job xxxi. 23, Sept. poBos yap Kuplou 
cuvicye pe: Wisd. xvii. ll, ouveyouévy ty 
ouverdyoes. 

15. el before ele barip is abs. fr. DFGL &, 
Tis, says, 30 curss. [add Lam. 1185, 86, Scr. 
1, n], and is cancd by Ln., Meyer, & Al., but 
retained by Tis. 2 & 3, who well remarks, that 
he cannot believe the Apostle so wrote: and he 
subjoins: ‘‘ ut enim mittam ipso sensu omissio- 
aem particule commendari potuisse, quod idem 
de additione valet, urgendum est ef facillime 
excidisse. Quod h. 1. factum esse nullus dubito. 
Quod sxque facile si inferri potuisse dicunt, id 
omnino male habet, nemo enim scriptorum he- 
rere poterat legendo dre els Urip wavTwy ar- 
éOavev. Ceterum ad antiquitatem lectionis «i 
als testandam grave est quod Hieronymi auctori- 
tas cum Copto interprete ad Grecos edd. accedit, 
inter quos qui eminet C, h. 1. duo tantum pari 
state BD contra se habet.” 

16. The d& between el and xal is cancd by 
Ln., Meyer, & Al., fr. BD! 17, 39, Orig. 3: 
while Tis. 2 & 3 retains it, on good grounds, as 
will appear fr. my note on Lk. xxi. 2. There 
exists a similar confusion of reading, 1 Cor. xv. 
14, 15, by the transposition of the particles, or s 
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confusion of one with the other. That t. rec. 
shd have arisen, as Al. supposes, by emendation 
for connexion, is taking for granted what re- 
quires to be proved. The probability is rather 
of an emendation in the other direction. 

18. "Incou before Xp. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCDFG and a few curss. But it 
seems & mere compound of two readings, Ino. 
Xp. & Xpror., wh. are oft interchanged. 

21. Tap after +dv yy. is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCDFG 62, 71, Vig. & Cop. verss., 
Orig., Euseb., Ath., Chrys., Theod.!: and Al. 
supposes the particle supplied as still forming 
part of the Aoyos THe KatadhAayaes, and alleges 
that the words without yap simply state the 
great fact, on which the exhortation to be recon- 
ciled is grounded. But this involves what is 
harsh and jejune. It is probable that the parti- 
cle was either, as very oft, omitted by careless- 
ness of scribes, or removed by licence of critics, 
who failed to perceive the true application of 
the particle, which has reference to what fol- 
lows, as suggesting an especial reason why they 
should hearken to the message of reconciliation ; 
namely, that ‘He who sent it has been so benig- 
nant and merciful as to make Him, &c.—rdy 
fi) yvovra duaptiay: a most significant desig- 
nation of Christ, denoting ‘ the perfectly Holy 
and Righteous ;’ or, as Theophyl. explains, ad-ro- 
écxacocuuny, Righteousness ttself. have only 
to add, that the view which I have taken is 
somewhat confirmed by Tis. 3, who remarks of 
the first-mentioned fathers, that although it does 
not follow that they passed over, by free cita- 
tion, the yap, yet that might easily happen. 


VI. 4. For cusoraéyres, Lo., Tis, & Al. 
read cuvtordyres. But see note supr. iii. 1. 
The present passage comes under the same cate- 
gory as the as 

14, For vis 62, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 9 ris, 
fr. BCDEFGL and several curse. [add Lam. 
1185]: and t. rec. is prob., as Al. says, a correcn 
for uniformity, as being the more usual mode of 


expression. 

5. For Xpiorov, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
Xpiore, fr. BC 13, 17, 4 pet., It., Vig., Cop., 
Orig.: and Al. thinks t. rec. a correcn for con- 
formity to pwri. But it is more probable that 
in so few as 5 copies the —ov was either an error 
of scribes for —w, ora correcn of critics, suggested 
by the Lat. copies, and thought required by pro- 
priety of construction. 

17. For éfé\Oere, t€é\Oare is read by Ln. 
& Tis., fr. BOFG 71,—perhaps rightly, internal 
evidence being in its favour, from its being the 
rarer form, and less likely to have been altered : 
and it is rather more confirmed by the MSS. of the 
Sept. than the other by the general usus lingua. 


VII. 11. Juae is cancd by Ln., fr. BCFG 

17; but wrongly, since it was manifestly re- 
moved by critics as superfluous, or almost tauto- 
logical, by the occurtence of vuty just after. 
For dJuiy, Ln. edits dy Jutv, fr. CFG and 25 
curss. [add Lam. ]184, 85], with Syr., Vig., & 
It. verss., from which the éy was suggested, 
having been adopted for plainer sense, just as 
the é» before 119 wpaymuare inf?. 
. 12. I stili continue to read nuwy ri rip 
wuwv, fr. CDSEJK and above 60 curss. The 
t. rec. is, however, not so much, as Al, supposes, 
an alteration from misunderstanding, as an in- 
advertent change by carelessness of scribes. 
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13. The change of 8 from after iwi to after 
wepioo., by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr BCDFGKL 
and many curss. [add Lam. 1184, 1196}, may 
be the true reading; but it is more prob. a 
change to neater construction. 

16. ov at the end of the verse, in the Elz. 
ed., is abs. fr. nearly all the uncials, and most 
of the curss., exclus. of almost all the Lam. & 
Scriv. copies, and almost all the Mus. ones col- 
lated by me, confirmed by internal evidence, 
from the word being a manifest correcn to pro- 
mote connerion. 


VIII. 3. I am atill averse to receiving rapa, 
internal evidence confirming strong external in 
favour of ¥rip, which is far less likely to have 
been, as Al. supposes it, an explanatory gloss on 
wapa (which would need none), than wapa a 
crit. correcn to purer Greek, instead of which 
Uwip is very rare in the class. writers, though it 
occurs elsewh. in N. T. at 1 Cor. i. 8, where, 
as here, DFG have wapa. The idiom seems 
to have been one of the ordinary Greek of 
common life, as used in Polyb. & Epict., though 
it occurs once in Demosth. p. 292. Asto Thucyd. 
iv. 16, 2, Jwip there signifies above, i. e. above 
measure. : 

16. dcyr: ought not to have been ed. by 
Scholz, fr. DEFGL and 30 curss. [add Lam. 
1185, Scr. 1, m], since it is a manifest alteration 
to match the aorists following. 

19. For ctv ry x., Ln., Tis., & Al. read é» 
TH x., fr. BC sag i curss. [add Lam. 1184}, 
Vig., Cop. verss.: and Al. terme t. rec. an 
erroneous gloss on év; but, as Reicke shows, 
without any good reason. 

21, I must still decline receiving, with Gr., 
Sch., Ln., & Al., wpovootmey yap, on slender 
authority, and that not confirmed by internal 
evidence, since, as Tis. 3 points out (who has 
ed., as I would now do, wpovootuevo: yap), the 
text was altered by critics, some writing wpo- 
voovmev yap, by others altered to wpovoodperot 
without yap. Accordingly, the reading adopted 
by Tis., as it is the simplest, so is it the most 
entitled to be considered the original one. 


IX. 4. The words ris xavyncene are abs. 
fr. BCDFG and several cures., together with 
the It., Vig., & Cop. verss., and are cancd by 
Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. But the words can- 
not be dispensed with either here or at xi. 
17. They were evidently removed by critics 
who did not perceive their full force, and hence 
oe d them. 

. IIpds for els, ed. by Ln., fr. BDEFG 
and 3 cures., was a mere crit. correcn to what 
was thought a more suitable preposition. 

6. The reading éw’ evXovia, in FG, is a mere 
correcn to the more usual sirgular form of the 
adverbial phrase for adverb, the critics not 
ceiving the intenstve force of the plural. 
readings dy evAoyia and éw’ evAoyiare, are read- 
ings derived the acl. and ase = as 

- Wpogpnrar o t not to have n opted 
by La., 4 BCDFG, since it is a mere conjee- 
ture of critics suggested by the two other read- 
ings; which are only itacistic readings of wpoa:- 
petrar, where the pres. tenee is used for the pret. 
middle, a form which, however rare, occurs in 
Polyb. iii. 107, 15, Jos. Ant. xvi. 2, 2, Dio Cass., 
p. 698, 74, and is recognized in Hesych. Lex. 
wpoypnuac’ Gédw, which exactly presents the 
idiom now under view; though whether it was 
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used by the Apostle may be doubted. That the 
Syriac translators muet have had the present 
tense is evident, though they rendered freely 
‘according to what és in his mind,’ equiv. to ‘ what 
he is disposed in heart.’ This use of wpour- 
petoBut, fr. wh. proceeds the frequent term 
Wpoaipecss, is of frequent occurrence in the 
aa hg and not rare in the later Gr. writers. 
. For duvardés éori, Ln. & Al. read duvare?, 
fr. BCDFG; while Tis. retains duvaroe, as I 
* have myself done, for reasons which see in my 
note on Rom. xiv. It may, indeed, seem that 
as the rare word duvarei is used by Paul in/r. 
xiii. 3, he might employ it here: but, as I have 
shown, it is not certain that Paul used it there. 
The true reading is prob. ddvara:, found in 
Lam. 1)80, and may have been in the archetype 
of the Mus.-Cov. 2, where the present reading 
8vvaroe is an error of scribes for duvarat. 

10. The reading owdpov for owéppa, read by 
La. fr. BD! FG 80, is not so much, as Al. sup- 
poses, 2 correcn fr. owdpov below, as an error of 
scribes, confounding the words in their minds. 
I would now adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., the 
readings éy Xopnyiic se RArAnOuvet & abbioa, 
for reasons wh. have also oced to Mey., Al., & 
Tis., and also yeryjmara, with Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BCDEFGKL, and prob. others passed over b 
the collators. It occurs at any rate in Lam. 1183, 
83, 85, 86, Scr. f, g, h, 1, m,n, 0, Mus.-Cov. 2, 
3, 4, omd by Mill. The same error of scribes 
has occurred at Matt. xxvi. 29, Mk. xiv. 25, 
Lk. xii. 18. 

15. I wd now bracket d2, cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCDFG 74 [add Lam. 1182}, and 
several MSS. of the Vig., and some copies of 
the It. vers. 


X. 1. For wpacr., Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
xpatr., fr. BFG, to wh. I can only add Mus.- 
Cov. 2, yet internal evidence confirms external. 

7. Xpeorou after nueis is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BCD!FG and 10 curss.: and A). 
pronounces the word a supplementary addition ; 
while Tis, 3 has restored the word, well remark- 
ing, “at ut molestum omnino omissum vide- 
tur: addidisse quemquam vix credibile vide- 
tur.” 

8. re after édy is cqgned by Ln., fr. BFG and 
6 curss. [add Lam. 1184): but it was more 
likely to be removed as superfluous than added. 
Kai after ate: caned by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. 
BCD*EI FG & 3 curss. [add Lam. 1183], is now 
restored by Tis. 3, who well remarks, ‘at id 
multo magis omissum quam additum aliena 
manu videtur.” ‘Hyuty after Kuprov is cancd 
by Ln., Tis.. & Al., fr. BCD 17 & al., and a 
few very ancient Lat. copies: but internal evi- 
dence ecarcely compensates insufficiency of ex- 
ternal; and the text of B may have arisen fr. 
altern of order by change of position. 

13. For odyi, Ln., Tis., i Al. read ot«x, fr. 
BD*FGKL and many cures. [add Lam. 1184, 
85, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill), Chrys., Theoph., 
Theod., Dam.; but without sufficient reason, 
internal evidence being in favour of otyi, wh. 
has oft been displaced for ox or obx, from 
critics or revisers not perceiving the intensive 
force of ov xi, e. g. Joh. vii. 42, Acts ii. 7, 1 Joh. 
iii. 4, where see notes. 


XI. 1. For AvelyecGe, I have, with Gr., Sch., 
Ln., Tis., & Al., adopted the Hellenistic form 
dveix., fr. BDEFGLM and very many curss. 
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[add Lam. 1181, 82, 83, 84, Ser. f, g, h, k, 1, 
n*, o, Mus.-Cov. 4, omd by Mill.] I would 
now, for rq apo., read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
vi agp., fr. BDEM & several curss. [add Lam. 
1185, 96], confirmed by internal evidence, though 
Reiche goes far to prove the soundness of the 
Stephanic text. 

3. For Ev. é&nw., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit En. 
Eu., fr. BFGM & 8 or 9 curss. [add Mus.-Cov. 
2, omd by Mill), with the Syr., Cop., & /Eth. 
verss., with several Gr. fathers, and Jerome ; and 
internal evidence being in its favour, it is prob. 
the true order. O&rw is cancd by Ln. & Al., 
from BDFG, with 4 Ital. copies, and some Gr. 
fathers: but Tis. 2 & 3 retains the word, which 
was far less likely to have been. a marg. gloss 
that had crept into all the copies except 4, 
than in those 4 to have been inadvertently 
omitted by ancient scribes, After awXornros, 
Ln. & Al. subjoin xai rye dyvornros, fr. BFG 
and 2 curss. [add Lam. 1183, with the AZth., 
later Syr., & Goth. veres.; while Tis. rejects the 
word, rightly, because internal evidence does not 
oo insufficiency of external; since the 
words were less likely to be omttted, fr. similarity 
of endings, in all the MSS. but 6, than in those 

to have first been (as Meyer & De Wette sup- 

se) a gloss to explain dwXor., and then to 

ve crept into the text. And this is confirmed 
by the reading of Epiphan., p. 275, xai dyveiate 
Xp. xail dicatocvune. 

4, For jveixecbe, I wd now read, with Tis. 
& Al., dvelyeoOe, fr. DEGKLM and many 
curss. (add Lam. 1183, 85, 86, Scr. f, rf o, Mus.- 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill), confirmed by B, in which 
avixeoOs is an error of the press, like too many 
others occurring in that volume. 

6. For davepwiévrae, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
—cavres, fr. BFG 17; but the reading is quite 
inadmissible, as involving a most harsh ellipsis, 
namely, of r4v yuworv, The truth, howr, prob. is 
that mavepwoavres is only an unfinished glosse- 
matical reading, found complete in MS. M and 
several curss., together with some verss.: and 
this I now find confirmed by the united suffrage 
of Meyer & De Wette. 

14, For @avuacrov, Lu., Tis., & Al. read 
Oabua, fr. BDFG 17, 39, 674, 74 [add Lam. 
1182), Orig., regarding t. rec. as a gloss on 
Qavua. But that reading, however specious, 
will hardly bear examination. It is, as I have 
shown, very unlikely that Paul would here have 
used Yaiua, as scarcely ever occg in the Alexn 
Gr. writers; so that it seems here to be a mere 
correcn of style to conform to classical pro- 
priety of language. 

20. For uu. els wpdown., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read ele wpde. Uu., fr. BDEFG {add Scr. m, 
o], Ital., & Vig., and later Syr. verss.: and Al. 
styles t. rec. a correction of order. But the 
correcn was rather the other way, and seems to 
have been suggested by the It., Vig., & Syr. 
verss. 

27. The éy before «dww is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BDFG, to wh. I can only add Lam, 
1194,—-authority very insufficient, and not com- 
pensated by internal evidence, since the word 
was more likely to have been in so few copies 
inadvertently omitted, than interpolated in all 
the rest, and in all the verss. 

28. Moz for pod, ed. by Ln., fr. BFG, arose 

ither fr. error of scribe, or false correcn of cri- 
tics, unaware that wo is oft used for els éué. 
I am still of the same opinion with Tis., in 
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rejecting the reading éwicracte for ériod- 
oracts, ed. by Ln. & Al. fr. BDEFG and 
4 curss. {add Scr. k], nor does internal evidence 
compensate for insufficient external authority, 
since it is far less likely that éwsovor. shd have 
been, as Al. supposes, a crit. correcn, suggested 
by Acts xxiv. 12, and thence come into all the 
copies exc. 9 or 10, than that in those few it shd 
have been, as in ABE and 7 curss. at Acts 
xxiv., introduced either by critics ignorant of 
the true force of éwiodor., or by scribes who 
mistook the reading from the cause I have sug- 
gested. 


XIT. 1. Tis. & Reiche adduce much to prove 
the truth of the t. rec., here rashly tampered 
with by critics, of wh. the true force cannot be 
better ree than in the words of Chrys. 
& Theodoret, adduced at length by Tis., the 
substance of which in sense is expressed in the 
able comment of Reiche. 

9. The pov after dvvaure is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEFG 67, It., Vig., Goth., 
& Arm. verss., Iren., Basil, Isid., Orig., Archel., 
and some Latin fathers; but internal evidence 
is rather against the absence of the word, since 
it is more likely that the nov should have been 
removed by those who thought that the absence 
of cov after doBeveiars required its absence here, 
than that any should have (as Bengel thought) 
brought in ov to correspond to cov: not to 
say that the nov cannot be dispensed with, since 
it is, as Calvin well saw, emphatic, the general 
sense intended being, ‘for my strength (i. e. the 
strength imparted by me) plentus se exserit in,’ 
&c., namely, as thus showing itself all-sufficient 
in the weakness of the instruments employed. 

12. éy before onmeiows is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABDFG & 7 curss.: and Al. pro- 
nounces it “‘a mechanical repetition fr. the pre- 
ceding.” But it seems to have been rather re- 
moved by critics for euphony, by preventing 
three év’s at three words in succession. At v. 13, 
noowO7yTe for yr7HOnre, in BD! 17, is an error 
of scribes (who oft confound w & ») for ,007- 
On7e, wh., doubtless, was in the archetype of B. 

14, After rpitov, Tis. 3 still inserts rovro, 
fr. ABFG and 30 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 
84, 85, Scr. m, o], not aware, it seems, that 
internal evidence weighed aright (see Al. & my 
notes) is decidedly ayainst the word. 

For wéAuy, Tis. 3 still retains waA ar, on 
the authority of only 7 MSS.: but, as I have 


1—GALATIANS I. !1. 


shown, against internal evidence. Though to 
compensate for this critical lapee, he has now 
restored xatrevwwiov, wh. he had, with La. & 
Al., altered to xavévayti, fr. ABFG and 10 
curss. Now, however, he sees that xarever. 
was, as not unfrequently elsewh. (see . di 
17), altered to xatévayr: by the polishing school 


of critics. 

ere Ln., Tis., & Al. edit YHAos, 
et al. (add Lam. 1185), together 
with the Syr., Goth., & Arm. verss.: and Al. 
rds t. rec. a8 a correen to conform to the 
other plurals. But it is quite as likely that 
Y#Aos was suggested by %HAos at the kindred 
passage of Gal. v. 20, though there we have the 
same fluctuation of reading, and encounter the 
same difficulty in determining What was the ori- 
ginal text. I am inclined tothink that in both this 
passage and that at Gal., Paul used the plural, 
wh. never occurs in class. writers, nor in the 
Sept., and seems to have. been a provincial 
idiom, and hence was likely to be changed by 
critics to the classical singular. As respects 
gpers, ed. by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. A and seve- 
ral curss. [add Lam. 1183, 84, Ser. f, g, h, k], 
Syr. & Arm. verss., it was prob. supeer by the 
veras. & schol., and meant to match with (Aor, 
as the two terms, envy and strife, do in our own 
language. As to the readg ép:Geiae, it is only a 
stronger term than Zpeis, and denotes rivalries, 
and, in a generic sense, party-spirtt. See more 

in my note. 

21. I am now inclined to agit, with La., 
Tis., & Al., the readings é\Qovros pov and 
Taxnewwoe, the former fr. ABFG, and we fr. 
the same, and also DE and 8 curss.; the latter 
fr. BDEFGL and many others (add Lam. 1182, 
83, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, k, n]. 


XIII. 4. For Ynodueba, I wd now, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., read (rooney, fr. ABDIFG and 
6 curss., internal evidence confirming strong 
external, in the Hellenistic active form of the 
verb. 

10. Lachmann’s reading, 6 Kip. tduwx. pos, 
fr. ABDEFG [add Lam. 1182, Scr. m], is one 
of the frequent corrections of order in that class 
of MSS., in order to commence or, as 
here, impart emphasis. The ing pidnpu. 
dy., at v. 12, found in AFGL (add Lam. 1186, 
96, Scr. g, m, nj, comes under the same cate- 


gory. 
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I. 4. For uwip, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wep, 
fr. ADEFGKL and 40 curss. [excl. of Lam. 
1182, 84, 86, 91, 95, 96, Mus. 5116, Scr. f, m, 
nj, Orig., Theoph., Gécum., somewhat con- 
firmed by internal evidence, vwip being, per- 
haps, a gloss, derived fr. the schol., though wepl 
may be acorrecn of Alexn critics, and this is 
a little confirmed by my note on 1 Cor. 


10. Tap after ef is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & 
Al., fr. ABDFG 17,.39, 672,71, 80, It, Vig., 
Cop., & Arm. verss.,Cyr., & Dam. But Tis. 3 
restores ydp, remarking that it is a correctore 


alienissimum. The particle was removed by 
critics ignorant of its force, which here is tates- 
sive, like our why, merely serving to strengthen 
the substance of a clause. 

11. Tis. 3 has now restored the 62 which he 
had before displaced for yap, a reading adopted 
fr. BDFT 17, 213, It., Vig., Dam., & Al., re- 
marking, ‘“‘ quum ydp non habeant, nisi qui yap 
ad v. 10, expulerunt, videtur substitutum ex- 
pulso yap.” He had, however, better have 
retained the yap, which has only to be under- 
stood as at v. 10 in order to be freed from all 
objection. 
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17. For dvmX@ov, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
ann Oov, fr. BDEFG and 4 curss. [add Lam. 
1182}: and Al. regards the t. rec. as a correcn 
to more suitable term; while Tis. 3 has now 
restored av7j\Vov, remarking, “at videtur 
Paulus de consilio dv7X8. primo loco, dwHAd. 
secundo posuisse; alioquin vix dwnA0. bis 
posuisset, cui videndum est ne plus inferatur 
quam inest.”’ 


II. 8. For ut) @dees, Ln., Tis., & Al. read pu- 
oes uy, wh. | am now disposed to adopt, since t. 
rec. is incapable of any sense but one very un- 
soclerectery that being, as Al. observes, “not 
the Apostle’s way of conceiving of the heathen 
deities.” Comp. 2 Chron. xiii. 9, iyévsro tis 
lepéa ros wy Gyre Geov, adduced by Meyer. To 
the authority for pvce: uh, namely, ABCDE 
and 6 curse., I can add Scr. k, Mus. 5116, & 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill. The transposition seems 
to have arisen fr. inadvertence of scribes. 

1]. For [lérpos, I wd now read, with Lo., 
Tis., & Al., Kngae, fr. ABCH 17, 46, 67%, 80, 
& several verss., and internal evidence confirms 
not inconsiderable external. The same emendn 
may be made at v. 14, fr. ABC 10, 17, 673, 
Vig., Cop., Syr., Arm., & /Eth verss., & Clem. 
8 Eus., Ath., Did., & al. At the next words, 
the order adopted by Ln., fr. ABCFG and ¢ 
curses. [add Scr. m, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill), 
is a transposn for polish, prob. derived fr. Orig., 
or suggested by some copies of the It. & Vig. 
‘verss, 

14. For vi, Gr., Sch., Ln., & Al. ed. wéoe, fr. 
ABCDEFG and 11 curss., some verss., & Orig. ; 
but Tis. 2 & 3 retains vi, rightly, internal evi- 
dence confirming strong external in its favour; 
that being the simpler reading, and the other 
the more likely to be the corrected one, comin 
fr. critics unaware that +/ interrog. is oft us 
for why, wherefore, how so? on wh. see my 
Lex. N. T. in vis, A. 2. 

16. After elgores, Ln., Tis., & Al. subjoin 
é2, fr. BCDFGL and several curss., with It., 
Vig., & Goth. verss., & Cyr. I am somewhat 
inclined to adopt it, taking the construcn as do 
Al. & Tis., but so that I wd render it further. 

17. At the end of the vers., I am now dis- 

d to adopt the order of words received by 
n., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDEFG and 5 curss., 
with the It., Vig., & both the Syr. verss. 

18. For cuviornut, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ovvotavw, fr. ABCD!FG and 10 curss., Cyr., 
& ed. Col.; and the same editors bring in the 
same form elsewh. at 2 Cor. iii. 1, iv. 2, v. 12, 
x. 18. The form is so rare, that I do not find it 
beyond St. Paul’s writings, exc. once or twice 
in Plutarch, once in Polyb. iv. 82, 5, and twice 
elsewh.; though it is recognized by Hesych., 
who had in view the above passage of Polyb. It 
should seem to have been a form of provincial 
Greek, or the ordinary Greek of common kife. 

20. After rov Qeov, Ln. adds xai Xpicrou, 
fr. BD'EG, & Ital. d, e, g. Render, ‘even 
Christ,’ prob. derived fr. the schol., though 
injudiciously subjoined, since it lessens the sv- 
lemntty of the title, here most suitably brought in, 
because, as Al. observes, ‘‘ Christ's eternal Son- 
ship is the source of His life-giving power.” 
Comp. Joh. v. 25, 26. 

26. Widvrwy after juwy is wanting in 6 
uncials and 5 curss., with several verses. and 
fathers, and is cancd by Griesb., Scholz, Ln., & 
Tis. It may be an interpolation but the 
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Apostle (as Winer observes) is accustomed to 
join wayres with nueic, or vueis, ec. g. Gal. iii. 
b8, 2 Cor. ii. 8, vii. 15, Phil. i. 4. Though as 
that is not agreeable to the usage of the class. 
writers, it may hence have been removed by the 
early critics, esp. in so few MSS. as eleven, 
though it may have been lost from variety of 
position; for I have observed that when wae 
and the pronoun come together, there is almost 
always a variety of position (so here in 3 ancient 
Greek fathers and one vers. we have nui» wap- 
vwy), whence generally arises an omtsston of one 
or other of the two words. 


III. 1. The reading éBaaxnye, found in about 
30 copies [excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 851, Mus. 
11836), is a correcn of critics to purer Gr., such 
as occurs in Herodian, Philostr., and other wri- 
ters yet later. The aor. form in —ava was of 
Hellenistic and ordmary Gr. The words éyv 
¥uiv, cancd by Ln., fr. ABC and 10 curss., were 
either inadvertently passed over by scribes, or 
omitted by revisers from misconception of their 
force, which may be best regarded as an expres- 
sion of ornument, intended to finish off the 
graphic representation. 

12. dvOp. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABCDFG 17, 67, & al., 1t., Vig., Cop., Syr. ; 
and I am disposed to bracket the word, which 
may have been introduced from the Sept. 

13, ote yéyp. for yéyp. yap, ed. by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDERG and 3 curss., seems 
to have been a crit. correcn suggested by the 
Latin versions. 

17. The words els Xproréy are cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 17, 23, 673, 80, Vlg., Cop., 
Cyr., Dam., and I am now, disposed to bracket 
them ; also to adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., the 

sition of ir», after tp:dax., found in ABCD 

FG and 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. m.] 


IV. 7. For 8eov dia, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
dia Oeov, fr. ABC 17, It. f, g, Vig., Cop., 
Clem., Ath., Bas., Cyr., & Did., which I am 
now disposed to adopt, the t. rec. being prob. a 
correcn by adaptation to the parallel passages of 
Rom. viii. 17. 

15. The wov for ris, adopted by Ln., fr. 
ABCFG and 8 curss., it. f, g, Vig., Syr., & 
other verss., was evidently a mere correcn to 
sense, prob. suggested by the verss. and schol. 
I wd now bracket yw after ovv, fr. ABCL and 
15 curss. [add Scr. 0, Mus-Cov, 2], confirmed 
by internal evidence, since the jv» was doubtless 
a mere interpolation derived fr. the echol. 

19. séxva for rexvia,ed. by Ln., is a mere 
crit. altern to more class. form, and that rather 
rare, at least in this application as a term of 
endearing address, as in Herodian i. 6, 12, Hom. 
I). T. 8, & elsewh. The force of the diminu- 
tive, usually expressed in the early class. writers 
by the addition of gids, is almost confined to 
the later writers, chiefly the puets, esp. of the 
Anthologia. As respects the N. T., the idiom 
(confined to St. John & St. Paul) seems to have 
been one of Syrian and Cilician Greek. 

30. KAnpovupnoec, ed. by Ln., fr. BDE and 
a few curss. [add Lam. 1196 & Mus. 5116), may 
have been derived fr. the Sept., but is more prob. 
a crit. correcn made for reasons which see in my 
note on Jobn xiii. 8 & 38. 

31. For dpa, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ded, fr. 
BDE 673, 115, & al., Cyr., Marc., It., & Vig. ; 
but it is prob. a crit. correcn, since dpa, stand< 
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ing first in a clause, is against class. Gr. usage. 
As to &pa having, as Al. avers, scarcely any 
authority, it is supported by all the MSS. exc. 5 or 
6, exclus. of all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies. 


V.LiI e with Al., that it is almost im- 
Pee to here determine the original reading ; 

owever, internal evidence is against the ov». 
In other respects, the text seems to have, at an 
early period, got into a confusion now scarcely 
extricable, though the general sense is suffi- 
ciently plain. 

7. ber dvixowe, I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., adopted évéx., fr. ABCDEFGKL and very 
many curss., excl. of almost all the Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evidence. 

14. For wAnpovra, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
wawdnowrat, fr. ABC & 7 curss., confirmed by 
internal evidence, since wAnp. prob. arose fr. 
inadvertence of scribes, or ignorance of critics 
as to the true force of the perf. tense here, 
which is, ‘has been and is fulfilled.” The 
pres. tense wd very inadequately represent the 
sense. I wd now read, with Ln., Tis. 3, and Al., 
csaurov, fr. ABCDEK and very many curss., 
excl. of Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. g, h, n, 0, and con- 
firmed by internal evidence. 

17. For the 2d 82, Ln. reads ydp, fr. BDEFG 
17, It., Vig., & Cop. verss., but it is, as Al. ob- 
* serves, ‘‘a correcn to avoid the recurrence of 
yap, wh. introduced the former clause.” 


VI. 3. For daurdpy Poe. Ln., Tis., & Al 


read psy. iaut., fr. A al., somewhat 
slender external authority, but confirmed by 
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internal evidence, inasmuch as the t. rec. is 
ae an alteration of order to impart emphasis. 

the passage of Jerome, cited in illustration 
of the sense by Tis. 3. 

9. For ixxax@uev, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. read 
éyx., fr. ABD? and 2 curss.. 37, 39. In the 
other p es where the word occurs in the 
N. T., as Lk. xviii. 1,2 Cor. iv. 1, Eph. iii. 13, 
2 Thess. iii. 13, some uncial MSS. more or less 
have éyx.; the rest ixx., which latier I have, in 
common with Griesb. & Scholz, retained. Yet 
on carefully reconsidering the question, I am 
now inclined to think that St. Paul may have 
written éyx. or évxax., as Tis. edits. Internal 
evidence is in its favour, since it may have been 
an Alexn form, as having place only in the 
verss. of Symmach. & Theodot., and also in 
Euseb., Prep. Ev. p. 319, though it never came, 
as did éxx., into the common Greek idiom, as 
put for the class. dwoxduverw; the latter term, 
It seems, keeping it out of use. So that, but 
for the circumstance of all the most ancient 
MSS. of the Greek Test. attesting its use by 
St. Paul, one might be inclined to suspect a 
corruption in those very few where it 
has place in the above verss. However, the 
existence of the word is further attested by the 

loss of Hesych., iyxaxovuey’ vyyuuper, aleo 

y Polyb. iv. 19, 10. That Clem. Rom. read 
iy«. in his copy of the N. T. is almost certain, 
since he uses the word (by an imitation of Lk. 
xviii. 1, and Eph. iii. 13) in his Second Epistle 
to the Corinthians, § 2, ras wpocevyas Humw— 
dvadéipe wpds Tov Oedv, ui, ws wdivovea:, 
éyxaxcumey, ‘ deficiamus.’ 
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L 6. For gy §, Ln., Mey., & Al. adopt fis, 
fr. AB and about 15 curss., with the Syr. vers., 
Orig., & Chrys.; while Tis. 2 & 3 retains éy 4, 
rightly, for though internal evidence may seem 
equally balanced, it inclines rather in favour of 
év 9, since fe was more likely to arise fr. error 
of scribes, inadvertently accommodating the rela- 
tive to the genit. subst. yapiros. 

7. For rév wXovrov, I wd now read, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., rd wAotros, fr. ABDIEFG 
31, 673 [add Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], doubt- 
less the archetype of No. 17, at 2 Cor. viii. 2; 
though the copy has, by error of scribe, +A 7808. 
The neut. form occurs aleo in several of the 
most ancient copies, ABCDEFG, in/r. v. 18, 
ii. 7, iii. 8 & 16, Phil. iv. 19, Col. i. 27, Phil. i. 
27, & ii. 2; also in ancient curss., as 17, 31 
(the Leic. copy), 67% As respects the nature 
of the form (wh. does not occur in the Sept.), it 
seems to have been a provincialism of Cilician 


reek. 

10. For é» rots, Ln. & Al. read éwi vois, fr. 
BDEL & 40 curss. ead Lam. 1182, 84, 85, 86, 
96, Scr. h, 1, m], while Tis. retains é», rightly, 
since the other reading seems a mere correcn for 
variation of expression, suggested by Col. i. 20, 
where we have éxi—éy, the latter altered to 
iwi in L and 20 curss., to match with the fore- 

oing éwi, as here iv to iv. I have just before 
rackd the +e, cancd by Ln., Tia, & AL, fr. 
almost all the uncials, and above 60 curss. [excl. 


of Lam. 1183, 84, Scr. f, g, k, 0], confirmed by 
internal evidence. 

ll. é«cAnOnuey, ed. by Gr. & Ln., fr. ADE 
FG, arose fr. a scholium, where it was designed 
to remove a difficulty, and clear up an obscurity, 
as at the kindred passage, Col. i. 12, some cri- 
tics altered ixavwoarrs into xaXicavns, like- 
wise adopted by Ln. 

12. I have brackd rs before done, cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDEFGKL and many 
aa ee Lam. gids ri 84, A 86, a Ser. 
, 8, k, 1, m, n, 0), Eus., Tey m., eoph., 
or Colin, & cae: oa - 

14, For és, 3, ed. by Lu., fr. ABFGL and 
15 cures., is a mere oT emendn, prob. sug- 
gested by the It. & Vig. verss., and there so ex 
pressed with reference to the Holy Ghost as one 
of the persons of the Godhead. 

16, The 2d duey is cancd by Ln., fr. ABD & 
10 cures., but wrongly, it being merely ex- 
punged by critics, as at 1 Thess. i. 2, to remove 
tautology. 

18. For étavolas, I have ed., with Ln., Tis, 
& Al., xapdias, fr. almost all the uncials, and 
the great body of the cursa., excl. of all the 
Lam. copies, exc. 1185, all the Scr., and all the 
Mus. copies collated by me, confirmed by inter 
nal evidence,—détav. being prob. derived fr. tbe 
schol,, and intended to throw light on a some- 
what dark expression, ably treated of by AL 

20. évipynxey for —cev, ed. by Ln., fr. AB 
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& Procop., is, as Al. & Tis. are agreed, merely a 
correcn of construcn arising out of the change of 
wai éxabtoey into xabicas below. 


II. 1. Aft. duapr., Ln. & Tis. 3 insert dbuay, 
fr. BDEFG & 15 curss., almost all the verss., 
& Theodor. & the Catena, while Al. rejects it, 
but, as Tiechendorf's note shows, on wrong 
grounds, 

3. dic. réxv., ed. by Ln., fr. ADEFG and 
6 curss., is merely a correcn of order for perspi- 
cuity, prob. suggested by the It. & Vig. verss., 
though perhaps originating in Orig. 

7. I wd now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., ro 
bwrepBadXrov whovros, fr. ABDEG 17, 673, 
Or., bad reasons which see in note on 2 Cor. 
viii. 2. 

Il. For tu. wo., Ln., Tie., & Al. read wo. 
iu., fr. ABD'E’: and Al. terms the t. rec. a 
correcn for ex . But it is more probable 
that in those 4 copies the order arose from in- 
advertence of scribee, by wore having been first 
omitted, and then restored to the text, but at 
a wrong place. 

12. év before +. xaipw is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al. fr. ABDFG, Chrys., Epiph., & Cyr., and 
internal evidence wd seem in favour of its ab- 
sence, inasmuch as (observes Tis.) “‘éy cum 
Ka:pwo sepe junctum, et in evangeliis et episto- 
lis, sed raro a testibus aliquibus abjectum est.” 
Besides, at Gal. vi. 9 we have xatpw 1d. Ospico- 
pev without év in any copy; eo that I wd now 
bracket the ép. 

17. After the 2d xai, Ln., Tis., & Al. insert 
2 2d elpivny, fr. ABDEFG 17, 71, 80, It., Vig., 
Goth., Cop., /Eth., & Arm. verss., with Eus., 
Procop.; and internal evidence being rather in 
its favour, I wd insert it in small print; and 
likewise a 2d gore at v. 19, found in ABCDE 
FG 31, 71, 73, It., Vig., Goth., & Bas., where 
the case comes under the same category as here. 

21. » aft. waca is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. BDEFGKL and nearly 20 cures. I add 
Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 86, 86, Scr. f, g, h, k, }, 
m, 0,0, Mus. 5116, 11836, 16184, ed. Compl., 
Erasm., Colin, Wolf-Ceph., and its absence is 
confirmed by internal evidence, since the art. 
was more likely to be added than removed. How 
it came to be dispensed with in later usage will 
appear from Al.’s note. 


III. 3. For éyvepioa, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
éyvwpiabn, fr. ABCDFG and about 20 curss., 
with It., Vig., Goth., Cop.. & Syr. verss., & 
Bas., Clem., Cyr., Iren., & other fathers; and I 
am now disposed to adopt it, the t. rec. having 
prob. arisen fr. a false correcn, originating in 
misconception of the true construcn. 

5. év before érépacs is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
A)., fr. nearly all the uncials and 70 curss., to 
wh. I can add all the Lam., all the Ser., and all 
the Mus. copies collated by me, with It., Vig., 
& Syr. veres., also Clem., Orig., Cyr., and other 
fathers, and confirmed by internal evidence, the 
éy being prob. interpolated to suit the double 
datives. 

6. I wd now read, with Tis. 3, on competent 
authority (to wh. I add Scr. n), cuvaAnp., cvv- 
pér., & cive. 

7. For éyavdpuny, I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., edit éyeriOnv, fr. ABDFG & al., internal 
evidence compensating for rather incompetent 
externa], since the t. rec. was more likely to be 


247 


the corrected reading, being the substitution of 
a more usual form of participle. On the other 
hand, rye éo8elans, ed. by Ln., fr. ABCDFG 
and 10 cures., It., Vig., Cop, & Caten., was 
prob., as Tis. & Al. are agreed, a mechanical 
repetition fr. supr. v. 2. 

8. rwy before wavtwy is, with reason, cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. nearly all the uncials 
& most of the curss., to wh. I can add nearly all 
the Lam. & Scr., and such of the Mus. copies 
as I have collated. ‘Ev before +. é0y. is cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. strong authority, to wh. 
1 can add Lam. 1182, 83, 86, 96, & Scr. o, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, the preposn bein 
Hts supplied to fill up the construcn, fr. Gal. 
1. 16. 


9. Olxovozta, which I adopted, with Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., I find in nearly all the 
Lam., Scr., & such Mus. copies as have begn col- 
lated by me. I wd now double-brasket the words 
é:a "Ino. Xo., which are caned by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCD/IFG & al., with reason, they 
being prob. a doctrinal addition derived from 
some marg. schol.; suggested by Col. i. 16, 17, 
though, as Dr. Peile shows, not needful to the 
Apostle’s present argument, nay, wd anticipate 
what is said at v. 15, ‘of Christ, the Eternal 
Son, as the one channel of emanation from the 
Father and Fountain of all being.” 

12, The 2d rh is cancd b Tu, fr. AB 17, 
80, but internal evidence is adverse, the added 
art. being prob. removed as unnecessary, which 
is by no means the case, the full sense of +i» 
wapp. kai wpoc. being ‘the frank boldness we 
have, and the free access’ to the Throne of Grace, 
there being an allusion to one’s introduction to 
the ce of a monarch. 

13. I wd now edit éyxuxsty (or rather ivx., as 
Tis. 3), for reasons which will appear from my 
aoe - Gal. vi. 12; aleo dx. at 2 Thess. 
iii. 13. 

14. The words rot Kuplov—Xprerov are 
eancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 17, 673, 
JEth., Cop., & Arm. verss., and some ancient 
copies of the Vig., with Theod., Orig., Epiph., 
& Cyr., because they may possibly have been, 
as Tis. & Al. suppose, interpolated fr. supr. i. 3, 
and similar passages. But they were more prob., 
as De Wette thinks, inadvertently Jost, in those 
5 copies, by coming between rarip & watpid. 
Besides, in rov xaripa, so used for roy Oedp, 
there would be a most harsh short-cut brevity 

uite un-Pauline. Moreover, the removal of 

e words deprives us of an august portion of 
sense, highly suitable to the present context, and 
indeed to the matter in general of the whole 
Epistle, of which, as Bullinger here remarks, 
‘the manner and the fournure ‘ ut paulo invo- 
lutior, ita est angustior quam in ceteris Pauli 
Epistolis."” Thus by this use of the words in 

uestion, instead of simply roy Gedy, the Apos- 
tle, as Koppe & Rosenm. are agreed, intimates 
that it is on account of this mysterious con- 
nexion between the Father and the Son that 
salvation belongs to Christians. And accord- 
ingly the relative ¢& od may, as Calv. says, “ be 
suitable as well to the Father as to the Son, 
comprehending both in One God in Christ, 
reconciling the world unto Himself.” 

17. 1 wd now edit, with Ln., Tis., & Al., rd 
wvouros, fr. ABCDIEFG 673, 116, also the 
MSS. of Ephr. & Athan., for reasons which I 
have already shown in former notes. 
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18. I cannot yet adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
the reading BaQos xai twos, fr. BCDEFG and 
4 curss., with the It., Vig., Goth., Cop., & later 
Syr. verss., also Euseb., Ath., Macar., & Cyr., 
since -in those 10 copies, closely connected toge- 
ther, the order seems to have arisen partly fr. 
inadvertence of scribes, and partly fr. the in- 
fluence of the Lat. verss., though in a case like 
this verss. are of very slender weight. 


IV. 6. huty after waow is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABC and 10 curss.; while Gr. 
& Sch. edit Uxiv, fr. DEFGKL and 40 curss. 
{add Lam. )182, 83, 84, 86, 96, Scr. f,g, h, 1, m, 
n, o, Mus. 11836, 16184, & Cov. 4, omd by 
Mill): but internal evidence does not compen- 
sate for insufficient external, since it is less 
likely that the pronouns were brought in for the 
purpose of confining the assertion to Christians, 
than removed in those few copies in order to 
polish the style, by doing away with what seemed 
superfluous, and in this position inelegant. 

7. Aotwa is cancd by Ln., fr. ABFG and 
5 curss., with It., Vig., Cop., Sah., & Ath. 
verss., Chrys., & Theodor. ; but it seems to have 
been removed as superfluous, and by reminis- 
cence of a kindred passage at 1 Thess. iv. 5, also 
perhaps in order that the robs wemsoTevxotras 
of the Ephesians, as opposed to the rots mij 
alddras tov Oedv (see 1 Theses iv. 5), might be 
aad apart fr. the heathen rest of the popu- 

tion. 

18. For éoxoriop. +. dcav., Ln. & Tis. 3 
read icxotwuévo: rT. d:av., fr. AB alone [add 
Athan.]; which Al. pronounces ‘a correcn to 
more usual form ;” whereas the contrary is the 
fact, the other being very unusual, at least in 
the N. T. & Sept., though occurring in all the 
copies but a few of mean note at Ps, Ixxiii. 20, 
which have éoxoriop. (as have here the MSS. in 
general, also at Rev. ix. 2in A, & at xvi. 10 in 
AC &c., where see my note); also in Clem. 
Rom. 82, at least in the Cod. A, 7 éoxorioutun 
é:avo.a. Besides, the verb is also used by Phil.- 
Jud., Hippocr., Epiphan., Greg. Nyss., the 
Byzant. historians, & Geopon.; and hence the 
form in question was likely to be included in 
the Pauline Greek, and accordingly may be en- 
titled to be adopted here. 

19. The ing dwnAwexdres, found in DE 
FG, and recognized in the It., Vig., Syr., & 
Goth. verss., arose fr. a combination of two read- 
ings,—one an error of scribes by the frequent 
confusion of + & w; the other arising fr. mere 
itacism, whereby » & «¢ are perpetually inter- 
changed. 

26. tw before wapopy. is cancd by Ln., fr. 
AB, Clem., Ath., Chrys., Theod., Dam.; but 
wrongly. It was, however, not, as Al. supposes, 
removed to give indefiniteness, but passed over 
by inadvertence, the abbreviation for rw being 
absorbed in the subsequent wa. 

27. I retain, with Sch., Ln., Tis. & Al, 
pnée, fr. all the uncials, and the most ancient 
curss., excl. of all the best Lam., Scr., and the 
Mus. copies collated by me, also confirmed by 
internal evidence, for reasons which will appear 
fr. my note on 2 Thess. ii. 2. 

28. The reading adopted by Ln., rats idlace 
ytee- v0 ayad., fr. ADEFG and 7 curses. [add 

m. 1183, Scr. f, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], 
Jt., Vig., Cop., & Sah. verss., & Bas., Nazian., 
Dam., was, os Tis. & Al. are agreed, a mere 
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crit. correcn suggested by the kindred passage of 
1 Cor. iv. 12. 

29. wiorews for xpeias, in DEFG, was evi- 
dently an altern to get rid of a difficulty, which 
is better removed by apt interprn of yp., which 
might be explained, with some, as put per ee 
lagen for wpds yxpeiay ris olxodouns, if we 
could conceive why the sense should not have 
been so expressed in preference, though even 
thus the word wd be almost useless; hence it is 
best to take r7¢ yxp., as a genit. of subst. put for 
its cognate adjective. 

32. Huty for July is ci oy Ln., fr. B7DE 
KL and 25 curss. [add Lam. 118%, 83, 84, 86, 
96, Scr. f, g, k, 1, n, 0, Mus. 11836, & Cov. 2, 
omd by Mii}, Syr., Arm., & the Cod. Arm. of 
the Vlg., with Orig., Theoph., Theod., & Dam. ; 
but internal evidence is adverse, the reading 
being prob. a correen for conformation to v. 2. 


V. 3. For waca axa8., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ax. waca, fr. AB 116: and Al. supposes the t. 
rec. a correcn of order conformed to that at iv. 
31, but the other reading is rather a correcn for 
polish. 

4. h—*A for xai—xai, adopted by Ln., fr. 
ADIEFG and 4 curss. [add Lam. 1184, ed. 
Colin], was an emendn to match 4 preceding, 
but wrongly ; ‘ee my note on Mk. x. 38. The 
reading & obx avyxey, also ed. by Ln., fr. AB 
31, 67, 73, Clem., Eph., Antioch., & Cyr., was 
an emendn of construcn not for the reason sup- 
posed by Mey. & Al., but simply to impart com- 
pact brevity. 

5. For iové, Gries., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read lore, fr. ABDFG and 30 curss. [add Ser. 
hl, It., Vig., Goth., Cop., & Sah. verss., with 
Clem., Cyr., & other fathers; and internal evi- 
dence is,as Reiche and myself have shown, rather 
against the t. rec., whic aa a very lan- 
guid and un-Pauline periphrasis, for wh. the 
Ap. wd, as Reiche points out, rather have written 
yiwwoKere yap, or otherwise. As for the read- 
ing tore, since it presents an idiom of Helle- 
nistic Greek, prob. suggested by some 
the Sept., and quite Pauline in character, | am 
now induced to adopt it. 

9. For IIvedu., Gries., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
puree, fr. ABD! EFG and 10 curss. {add Lam. 
1 182, 86, & ed. Colin), It., Vig., Syr., Goth., & 
Cop. verss., and several fathers; and since in- 
ternal evidence is rather in its favour,—it being, 
as Reiche & myself have shown, required by the 
context (see v. 11 & 13), whereas wrsiy. is 
manifestly an altern for perspicuity, suggested 
by Gal. v. 22,—I am now induced to be of opi- 
nion that the latter may be considered as 
true sc 

14, For éystpat, I have, with Gr., Sch., La, 
Tis., & Al., ed. éyerpe, on the strongest exter- 
nal authority; though internal evidence is rather 
in favour of the less regular form (prob. of 
vincial Greek), the aor. 1 mid., in a 
sense, on wh. see note on Matt. ix. 5 & 6. 

21. For Geou, Ln., Tis., & Al. read X pseres, 
fr. ABDEFGL and 30 curss., with several 
verss. & fathers, besides the Compl. & Colin; 
and internal evidence being, as Reiske shows, 

uite in favour of Xp., I wd now receive it inte 
the text. 

22. I am now induced, for reasons which see 
in Reiche’s note, to bracket vwordaccecte, 
cancd by Tis. & Al.; internal evidence com- 
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pensating for vey. slender external, there being 
great reason to think that both that and Uwo- 
raccic8woay, uncritically ed. by Ln., were 
mere supplementary glosses to fill up a harshly 
brief construction. 

23. I cannot, for reasons wh. have occurred 
both to myself and to Reiche (to whose note my 
readers are referred), approve of the reading 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDIE1 FGKL 
and 5 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, 86, Ser. f, g, 
h, k, m, n, & Mus.-Cov. 3, omd by Mill], It. 
& Vig. verss., & Clem. The reading is liable to 
several serious objections, well stated by Reiche, 
who has ably shown how the critics were in- 
duced to concoct this short-cut, but obscure, 
emendation ; whereas the received reading, to 
use the words of Reiche, “ fluit plana optimeque 
sibi constat,”” yet has nought of the character of 
a correcn to help the construcn, as Mey. & Al. 
style it. 

28. Ln. & Tis. 2 read xal of &vdp. dpeix., fr. 
ABDEFG 17, 213, It., Vig., Syr., & Cop. verss., 
& some Gr. & Lat. fathers: while Al. declines 
receiving it, because no reason can be assigned 
for the substitution of t. rec. for it [esp. in all 
the copies exc. 8]; on which ground prob. Tis. 3 
has recalled t. rec. The other sprung from the 
Latin verss. 

29. For Kuptos, Griesb., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
Xprords, fr. ABD! EFG & 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1183!, Scr. k, m, 0, ed. Colin], together with 
almost all the verse., and many fathers: and 
since internal evidence, as Reiche shows, con- 
firms strong external, I wd now adopt it. 

30. Tis. 3 has restored the words &« +7¢ cap- 
nds 607 éwy abou, wh. he had, with Ln., cancd, 
fr. AB 17, 67, Cop. & A&th. verss., & Method., 
—rightly, since the words were manifestly lost 


by homeotel. That there is no doubt of their 
genuineness has been shown at large by Reiche. 
3]. The articles rdv & rhy, and the pronoun 


autou are cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BD! FG 
(and avrov in 6/3, 73, 113), It., Vig., Syr., & 
Arm. verss., & Orig. The words may have 
been, as Tis. & Al. suppose, inserted to suit the 
Sept. text; but since it exactly corresponds to 
the Hebr. original, the Apostle was very likely 
to use them, though the Alexn critics as likely 
to expunge them, in order to polish the style. 
This view is confirmed by the reading ry yu- 
paki, for tiv yuyaixa, in ADJEIFG and 8 
cures., It., Vig., Meth., & Epiph., also found in 
A and several other copies of the Sept., and here 
adopted, most prabrag f by Ln., who also 
brackets the 2d els, fr. BK and 10 curss., with 
Iren. (Gr. & Lat.), Epiph., & Marcion, another 
correcn to polish the style. 


VI. 1. The words éy Kupiw are cancelled 
by Ln., fr. only BD'FG, but ably defended 
by Harl., Mey., De Wette, and esp. Reiche. 
They were expunged as seeming irrelevant to 
critics who did not comprehend their force. 

5. The reading trois xat. cap. xup., ed. by 
Lo., fr. AB & 10 curss., was a crit. correcn for 
pee suggested by the kindred passage of Col. 
111. 22. 

6. tov before Xp. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABDFG and 10 curss., but internal 
evidence is adverse, since it was more likely to 
be removed to polish the style, than inserted for 
no particular reason. 

. After douX., I have, with all the recent edi- 
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curss., and the most weighty veres., and several 
fathers, and confirmed bv internal evidence, as 
it is ably summed up by Reiche. 

8. xouioerasr for Koutetrac is read by Lon., 
Tis.,& Al., fr. ABD!IFG: and Al. supposes the 
t. rec. introduced fr. Col. iii. 25; but there it is 
only found in BDEKL and 10 curss., though 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al. Tov before Kupiov 
is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDEFG and 
3 curss., also Petr. & Dam.,—but without suffi- 
cient reason. The case comes under the same 
ried as supr. v. 6, where see note. 

9. The reading aita@v xai bua, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., is very specious, and preferable 
to the other v. 1]. nai vu kai abta@y, found in 
not a few copies, and some verss.,—but neither 
will bear the strict scrutiny applied by Reiche, 
who shows that they are liable to no little suspi- 
cion, and are really less suitable to the context 
than the t. rec. How that came to be tampered 
with by the critics has been with much proba- 
bility pointed out by Reiche. 

10. For +d Aowwodv, Ln. reads eu Aotwoi, fr. 
AB 17, 73, 116 [add Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], 
but it is prob. a crit. corrn, suggested by Gal. vi. 
17, as the insertion of ddeAm. wu. (wh. I wd now 
double-bracket) has been (also after +d Aovwov) 
in similar passages, at Phil. iii. 1, iv. 8, 2 Cor, 
ae 2 Thess. iii. 1. See my note on | Cor. 
xi 


12. Jutv for nuty ised. by Ln., fr. BDFG 52, 
115, 120 [add Lam. 1182, 84, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill), but it arose fr. error of early scribes, 
who had in mind vu. just before. It could not 
be written exc. by shallow critics, since it docs 
not suit the context. The words rov alwvoe 
are cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
ABDIFG 17, 67, 80 [add 6 copies of Reichel}, 
Syr. Erp., It., Vig., & Goth. verss., Clem., Orig., 

us.; and since the authorities for their absence 
are very weighty, and internal evidence, as 
Reiche shows, rather confirms external, I wd 
now double-bracket them. 

16. For éwi before wao., Ln., after Colin, 
edits év, fr. B and, Tis. says, 10 curss., with It., 
Vig.,and some other verss., Meth., Epiph., Cyr., 
and other fathers; but that the reading is wholly 
inadmissible has been evinced by Reiche, and 

. because, as he and myself have shown, in- 
ternal evidence is quite against the reading, 
which may have arisen fr. scribes confounding, 
as oft, éwi and éy, but prob. came fr. critics, so 
using as to abuse the Lat. verss. (see Harl. & De 

“Wette), not perceiving that the context so de- 
mands a strong sense, such as super or 
omnia, as not to admit of iwi waar being, as 
Reiche says, inclined into the more general 
sense, t2 omnibus rebus. 

17. Matthei ought not to have ed., in both 
his edd., déFac@e, since great as is the weight 
of external authority for it, it evidently arose 
from itacism, as is confirmed by the fact, that a 
great part of the MSS., wh. present that reading, 
abound with itacisms. 

18. For attéd rovro, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
avo, fr. AB 17, 37, It, & Vig.: and Al. pro- 
nounces vTovro an explanatory expansion of 
avro. The addn might be suggested by such 
passages as v. 22, Rom. ix. 17, xiii. 6, 2 Cor. 
vy. 5, vii. 11, & Gal. ii. 10, Col. iv. 8, in none of 
which passages is the rvvro absent from any 
copy. But there is a far greater probability, 
that the Apostle here also followed his own 


tors, added w+, fr. ABCDFG and nearly 30 custom of writing, and that some shallow critics 
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chose, in those 4 copies, to remove the word, as 
thinking the style improved by the retrench- 
ment, and so thought our early translators, 
Tynd., Coverd., and the framers of our author- 
ized vers., when expressing els avrd touv7ro by 
one word, thereunto ; but it wd be better to ren- 
der, ‘and watching unto this very purpose (for 
the accomplishment of this very object) by 
seizing every opportunity, for the averting of 
evil and the promoting of spiritual good.’ In 
thus weighing the force of internal evidence 
for and against, 1am, on the whole, supported 
by the suffrage of Reiche, who ably states the 


PHILIPPIANS I. 11—23. 


rival claims of the two readings. He admits 
that it is not unlikely that the scribes [rather 
crit. revisers} should have transferred the avro 
rovro from those many other where 
Paul uses the phrase. But, he adds: “ equo, 
imo potiore, jure etatuitur, Paulum hic quoque 
suam scribendi consueludinem secutum esse, quam 
scribas, stilum ejus imitatos, verba adulterasse, 
nullo sane certo consilio apparente, cum sensus, 
omisso rovro, idem maneret.” However, it is, 
as | have shown, not the same; though, for want 
of perceiving any difference, they removed what 
they thought overloaded the diction. 


' PHILIPPIANS. 


I. 11. For the plur. capriav—réy», Gr., Sch., 
La., Tis., & Al. adopt the sing. cxapwéov—rop, 
fr. all the uncials, & about 32 curses. [add Ser. 
f, m,n, Mus.-Cov. 3, omd by Mill], It. Vig., 
& Arm. veres., and sonfirqead by internal evi- 
dence, arising from the force of the context. 

6, 17. These verses are explanatory of the 
preceding; ver. 16, of the rivés uév, &c., and 
ver. 17, of the rivis dé, &c. However, in AB 
DEFG and 10 curss., with It., Vig.» Syr., Copt. 
& Goth. verss., & several fathers, they are trans- 

d, which has been approved by most critics, 
and adopted by Gr., Sch. Ln., Tis., & Al, 
but rejected by Rinck & Van Hengel, on the 
ground that the transposed order is more agree- 
able to class. usage, by which yév is referred to 
the nearer, and di to the more remote antece- 
dent,—the construen occurs also in 2 Cor. ii. 
16,—yet the other is more accordant with seri; 
tural , and more exactly corresponds to t 
wording at v.15. And the scriptural position wd 
seem the mere likely to have been adopted by Paul, 
apy as being the more nateral one, and that by 
which the placing of the to kinds of 
wd correspond to that atv. 15. But, as Reiche 
remarks, ‘“‘Liberum erat Apostolo, ut cuivis 
scriptori, in ulteriore rerum plurium antea me- 
moratarum expositione de posteriore prius dicere; 
cujus exemplum apud Nostrum habemus 2 Cor. 
ii. 16.” He then well points out a probable cause 
wey Paul shd have here inverted the order he 
had adopted at v. 15, and proceeds to produce 
cogent arguments wh. have induced him to re- 
gard this disposition of the two members of the 
sentence as the primitive and genuine one. I 
am disposed to now embrace this view. At 
any rate I am free to acknowledge, that inter- 

evidence is rather in favour of the transposed 
order, at which the revisers of the middle ages 
wd be far more likely to stumble than at the ordi- 
nary order, if it had been the original one. To 
advert to another matter of disputed reading, 
though far easier to settle than the foregoing. 
For éwiedévew, Vater, Sch., Mey., De Wette, 
Ln., Tis., & Al. edit éysipay, fr. ABD'E'FG 
31, 39, 73, & ed. Colin, It., Vig., Goth., Cop., 
& other verss.: and AJ. pronounces iwidp. a gi 
(rather an altern for plainness) on the less usual 
and more difficult reading éyeiperv. But to this 
Reiche takes just exception, and he is of opi- 
nion, with me, that éysip. was more prob. the 

mg, arising fr. a misconception of 


the true sense of éwipépery here, which, seeming 
unsuitable and ambiguous, was altered to the 
more elegant and classical term éyeiperv, though 
besides being a half-poetic expression, it is not at 
all in the manner of the Apostle; whereas éa:- 
ée., properly understood, in the sense fo super- 
add, d ther occasion, of wh. exx. are adduced fr. 
Philo & Aristot., to which I add Thucyd. i. 70, 
iii. 46 & 56, and aleo Rom. iii. 5, is liable to 
no reasonable objection. It cannot be denied 
that internal evidence is in favour of éwid., as 
being, Reiche remarks, “‘ magis plunum, et ad 
lectorum animos commovendos /ortius,” also, 
what is more, both usual to him, and suitable to 
the context here. 

18. For wAnv, Ln. edits wAhv Sri, fr. AFG 
&, Tis. says, above 10 curss. [add Lam. 1184], 

h., Basm. verss., Ath., Cyr., Theoph., in 
marg. Caten., in text. But Tis. & Al. reject 
the or:, wh. Al. thinks a gloss which first 
occupied the margin, and then crept into the 
text. But it is more probable that or: was sub- 
joined by critics to polish the style, and thus we 
might render ‘ notwithstanding that,’ and ore is 
so added to wAijv by the purest class. writers, 
as Aristoph. Nub. 1428, Plutarch, Dionys. Hal., 
& Soph. Elect. 427; also in Sept., 2 Regg. xii. 
14, Greg. Naz. ap. Steph. Thes., and sometimes 
in the later Gr. writers, as Artemid. On. i. 56, 
also in N. T. at Acts xx. 23, as in var. lectt., 
but not in the sense here required (see my note 
there). In such a use as the present, o7« is oft 
dispensed with by the best writers, as Thucyd. 
viii. 70, where or: is thought by Poppo to be 
implied. Here ore could not exclude wAsp. 

9. I now retain, without the hesitation I 
formerly expressed, the reading 800%, since in- 
ternal evidence, weighed in a just ce, is 
rather in its favour, from its being almost de- 
manded by the vast weight of external autho- 


rity. 

33, For ydp, almost all the editors, from 
Bengel to Tis. & Al., adopt (as I have done) éé,- 
fr. all the uncials, and the great body of the 
curss., excl. of all the Lam. & Scr., and all] the 
Mus. copies collated by me, with the edd. Comal., 
Colin, & Steph 1, and it is rather confirmed by 
internal evidence, as weighed by Reiche. After 
nadXov, I am now inclined to insert, with La, 
Tis., & Al, yap, on considerable authority, 
rather confirmed by internal evidence,—not so, 
howr, as to induce me to do more than ex- 
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he in small print. See my note on Mk. 
xiv. 2, 

25. For cuuwap., Ln. & Al. read rapan., 
fr. ABCD'F'G and 5 curss., but Tis. retains 
cuu., rightly, internal evidence being quite in 


its favour, inasmuch a8 wapay. was a correcn of 


Grecism, ovv being thought added ex abundanti, 
ee hence expunged by critica to polish the 
style. 

38, I would now read éor. [uév] abrois, fr. 
ABCD'!EG and 3 or 4 curss., internal evidence 
confirming external, exc. that ué» was likely to 
be lost by variety of position. I still retain, 
with Al., iutv for bua, ed. by Ln. & Tis. 2, 
who has, howr, now restored the t. rec., internal 
evidence being quite in its favour, vue» being 
manifestly a correcn, whereas for altering duwy 
there could be no reason. 

34. For iéera I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read eiéere, fr. AB!CDIE! and nearly 30 
curss., excl. of all the Lam. copies, exc. 1185, 

r. f, g, h, 1, 0, confirmed by internal evidence, 
being called for, Reiche thinks, by the antithesis. 
Besides, itacism might serve to swell the number 
of the copies for idere, though it was doubtless 
a real form, but prob. very much of provincial 
use. 


II. 1. On again more attentively considering 
the difficult question as to the reading of this 
passage, | still see no reason to abandon 7: before 
wapanv0., though Beng., Matth., & Gr. pre- 
ferred tes, fr. DJL & 15 curss., & Theoph., for 
Theodor. must have read tis wapapvtia. The 
only real difficulty, but that a formidable one, 
is at the last clause of the verse, where Tis. 3 
abandons t. rec. teva, and edits, with Matth., 
Gr., Ln., Sch., ris, fr. all the uncials and 50 
curss. For my own part, I still retain, with 
Al., teva, since the reading ris is, I agree with 
De Wette & Van Hengel, utterly indefensible, 
and involving go utter a barbarism, that it could 
never, as Tis. supposes, be tolerable to Greek 
ears, nor, as Reiche remarks, ‘‘ were it even 
found in all the copies, would it have any just 
claim to be adopted.” As to how so false a read- 
ing got into so many copies, it is very difficult 
to say. To regard it, with Mey. & Al., as a 
mechanical error of scribes carelessly repeating 
eI ris, is to propose a solution of the difficulty 
incapable of being applied to a case where the 
objectionable reading has got into so many copies. 
I am inclined to suspect that the rie originated 
in the reading rt, to which s might be added 
from the initial ¢ of the next word. Were any 
change made, I shd prefer to read +2, with Beng. 
and recently Reiche, who remarks, “that it is 
attested by the suff: of not a few copies and 
those of good note,” [to those I can add Lam. 
1183, 86, Scr. h, m, 0,) confirmed by internal 
evidence, ‘‘ est enim (he adds) recepta difficilior 
eaque qua non nemo offendere possit, sed per se 
explicatione justa, proboque sensu, st gua [est 
vobis] tn pectore commiseratio ; vel, si quid valet 
(loyvec) apud vos commeseratio, si quid vos mo- 
vet dolor, quo afficerer nisi feceritis quod,” &c. 
If this be thought inadmissible, one course alone 
remains, called for by the peculiar circumstances 
of a case so awkward (the reading vie being, as 
Heinr. & Reiche are agreed, ‘“ non durior tan- 
tum et difficilior, sed primis loquendi regulis 
pugnans, et sensu plane cassa”), namely, to 
resort, a8 we may be permitted to do, to cri- 
tical conjecture, and suppose that in this last 
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clausula there was originally no pronoun ea- 
pressed by Paul, because from the nature of the 
words (awAdyxva xai oixrippoi forming a hen- 
dtudys for owX. olxripuwy, a plural form with 
a singular sense, deep compasston) it was diffi- 
cult to adopt the pronoun to any concord,—so 
that the pronoun was thus left to be supplied fr. 
the preceding context. That the copy used by 
the Pes. Syr. translator had no pronoun in this 
clause is all but certain. This conjecture, struck 
out several years ago, and promulged in the 9th 
edn of my Gr. Test., has recently been ratified 
by the suffrage of the learned and sober critic, 
Van Hengel. 

3. Mnéév xara, for f, read by Ln. & Tis. fr. 
7 copies, is a correcn to smoother harshness of 
construcn, and strengthen a so-thought feeble- 
ness of expression, prob. suggested by the It. & 
Vig. verss. On the much-debated question as 
to the true text in MSS., see the Addenda. 

5. yap after rovro is cancd by Ln. & Tis. 2, 
fr. ABC 17, 37 (Scr. k), some verss., & fathers ; 
but it is retained by Al. and recalled by Tis., 
3d edn, rightly, as will appear fr. what is said 
by De Wette, Al., & now Tis. himself, and esp. 
by Reiche, who shows that yap is strongly sup- 
ported by internal evidence, inasmuch as by its 
removal all connexion of a most weighty senti- 
ment with the preceding context is cut off. The 
nature of that connexion is well pointed out, and 
the occasion of the particle being lost ably indi- 
cated by Reiche. 

11. For éEopodoytonrat, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read —oara:, fr. ACDEFGKL and above 30 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 85, 86], which, from its 
bss confirmed by internal evidence, I am dis- 
Pp to admit. 


15. For yévnoOs, Lu. reads ye, fr. ADIE 
FG, It., Vig., & other verss.; an alteration for 
stmplioity which is found elsewh., e. g. Mk. ix. 
6 & 44, Lk. xv. 10, Joh. xiv. 22, xx. 27, 2 Cor. 
i. 8etal. For éy uéow, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
pécov, fr. ABCDFG and 5 curss., which I wd 
now admit, since I find it confirmed by a simi- 
lar idiom at Lk. xxii. 55, where I have, on good 
grounds, adopted on strong evidence, both ex- 
ternal and internal, wéoos. My reasons for 
doing so may be seen there stated at large in m 
note. I have only to add that the reading whick 
I have here propounded, péow, though mestly 
occurring in the later class. Gr. writers, is alsa 
an Alexn and Hellenistic idiom. 

21. I wd now edit od +a [Tov] Xo. ’Ine., on 
strong authority, confirmed Pd internal evidence. 

26. I cannot, any more than Tis. & Al., ad- 
mit, with Ln., idety after vuas, though based on 
ree authority, namely, ACDE and 30 curss., 
together with both the Syr. verss., & some 
fathers. But verss. & fathers are not satisfac- 
tory evidence in a case like this. There is little 
doubt that the word was introduced by revisers 
fr. the schol. and some verss. 

27. The reading éAéyo. airév is edited by 
In., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC7DEFG and very 
many curss.; and internal evidence being in its 
favour, J am disposed to adopt it, as also, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., Adwny, fr. nearly all the un- 
cials & above 20 curss., excl. of Lam. 1185, 
86, Scr. f, g,h,1, m,n. The t. rec. Adwn prob, 
arose fr. an interlineary gloss in a scholium. 

30. Tis. 2 & 3 & Al. edit rd épyov, on the 
sole authority of C, regarding the readings sub- 
joined in the rest of the MSS. as only so man 
additions to supply what scemed needed to fi 


k k 2 


up the sense. But ious as is the reading, 
and seemingly called for by a well-known canon 
of criticism, yet the sense thus arising is so harsh 
and jejune, that all the other editors and all the 
critics have rejected it as involving a sense 
(namely, ob opus ipso demandatum) very obscure, 
and too indefinite to be eciguoeaoet as indeed 
Reiche has evinced at large, remarking that +d 
py. never occurs in N. T., as used absolutely, 
to mean the Gospel. He adds that the three adds. 
tions cannot be justly regarded as fixing the 
character of gi ical, inasmuch as the nouns 
(6) Xprorés, (6) Kupros, and Osds are very oft 
interchanged, where one or other of them are by 
all critics acknowledged as genuine in character. 
I have, I trust, fully shown, that of those read- 
ings Xpiorov is preferable, since internal evi- 
dence confirms strong external in its favour. As 
respects the tov before Xpicrou, it may seem 
required by propriety of language. Yet internal 
evidence is rather against it. To pass on to a 
matter of still greater difficulty, and one in- 
volving a doubt which has never yet been quite 
sct at rest, arising fr. Paul's having employed 
(whichever of the two readings be adopted) a 
term never used by any pure Gr. writer, as may 
be argued from not a single example being by 
Dindorf on Steph. adduced from the class. 
writers. On a further examination, I see no rea- 
son to alter my opinion that wapaBovd. was 
the original reading, afterwards altered by Alexn 
critics to what seemed the purer Gr. & more 
polished expression, wapafoX., in which view 
Tis. 3, I find, entirely coincides, while Al., fol- 
lowing Gr., Sch., & Ln., edits wapuBoA. The 
preference, however, which I have adopted, and 
the reasons on which it is founded have been 
recently confirmed by the suffrage of the learned 
and able critic Reiche, who, after opening out at 
large the general merits of the question, and 
discussing the weight of internal evidence, as 
regards each reading, and showing that the scale 
turns rather in favour of wapafPovdA., inquires 
whether external evidence will permit the same 
preference, Now the state of the evidence for 
wapaPoi. is, he shows, too weak to have the 
weight requisite to decided'y determine any 
matter where, as here, ixfernal is fluctuating, 
inasmuch as the uncials DEFG are only equiv. 
to two MSS.; and AB when almost solitary, 
and esp. when not balanced by C, have not their 
usual weight, and here afford authority not equal 
to that of the Gr. fathers, which shows the read- 
ing of the 4th cae to have been wapafouv\., 
wh. was prob. in the MSS. used by the Pesch. Syr. 
translator. Surely Paul might well have used 
mwapaBour., since the verb is formed quite as 
agreeably to analogy as wapafon., being derived 
fr. wapaBovAos, wh. is found in Du Cange’s Gloss. 
Gr., accompanied by two authorities, and is de- 
fended by «xaxoBovdus, whence xaxoBovAsu- 
soQaz, in Eurip. Ion 877, wuya—xaxoBovrev- 
Qstoa, where the critics need not have stumbled 
and resorted to vain conjectures had they re- 
membered this passage of the N. T. 


Ill. 3. For 6e%, Ln., Tis., & Al. read O2ou, 
fr. all the uncials & above 60 curss. (to wh. I can 
add all the Lam. & Scr., & the Vulg. copies), 
together with several late verss., and some 
fathers. But internal evidence is quite in favour 
of Ves, from its being the more difficult reading, 
and sou uendly the more likely to have been 
the altered reading. As to the eaternal evidence 
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for @eou, it will not seem so paramount as Al. 
supposes, when its merits are brought to the test, 
as they have been by the severe scrutiny of 
Reiche, who pronounces, as the result, that ‘‘ va- 
riantis lectionis, wvevu. Oeov, origines seriores 
satis patent, interna quoque veri indicia recep- 
tam wy. O20, genuinam adserere videntur.” Be- 
sides, if @eou be read, it cannot be governed of 
Aerp., since there is no instance on record of 
Aarp. folld by a genit. case, consequently it must 
be governed of wvedm.: yet the expression is, as 
Reiche shows, incapable of any sense at all suit- 
able to the context. On the other hand, there is 
nothing in the t. rec., whether as to the eenti- 
ment itself, or its wording, at which one could 
reasonably stumble. As to the order of the 
words, wvevuart, as observes Reiche, “ apte pra- 
ponttur quia in eo est vis sententiz ; Gew autem 
diserte subjungitur, cum perspicuitatis causa, 
tum ut gravius admonerentur lectores quod,” &c. 

6. For (joy, I wd now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
eae Cndos, fr. ABDFG. See note on Gal. 
v. 20. 


8. For wevouw ye, Ln., Tis., & Al. read mén 
ovy, fr. nearly all the uncials and 40 curss., to 
wh. I can add nearly all the Lam.,Scr.,& the Mus, 
copies collated by me. But see the state of the 
evidence at Lk. xi. 28, though it must be borne 
in mind that the style of Luke is somewhat dif- 
ferent fr. that of Paul. 

10. +rqy before dvvayey ought not to have 
been cancd by Ln., fr. AB, since it was mani- 
festly expunged by Alexn critics as un i 
which, however, is far from being the case. 
For cupuopdoupevos, Ln., Tie., 4 Al. read 
cunmpopgi{dpevos, fr. ABD 17, 673, 71, with 
Orig., Bas., & Macar.: and Al, pronounces 
t. rec. ‘*@ correcn to more usual form.” But, in 
80 few copies as 6, it is more probable that ovpm- 
pop. was a crit. correcn to what was thought 
a purer Gr. form; while otber critics, as we 
find from the var. lectt., preferred cuppop¢ af. 
used by Cyprian, as cited by Hase, in Steph. 
Thes., Par. ed., in v. 

ll. For trav ix, I wd now read rip éx, fr. 
ABDE and 10 curss., with Bas., Chrys., Dam., 
& Iren., and several verss., somewhat confirmed 
by internal evidence. 

13. For ov, AD & 35 curss. [add Lam. 1183, 
96 (supr.), Scr. g, h, k], and some late verses., 
have ovww ; aud it is placed by Ln. in the inner 
Margin as nearly equal in weight to the text; 
but without reason, since it is manifestly a mero 
correcn proceeding: from the early Alexn cri- 
tics, adopted by the later revisers, and arisi 
from their mistaking the true reference, whic 
is, as Reiche points out, not to xaraAng@éevac 
(which would, they thought, be derogatory to 
the Apostolic dignity, and, indeed, to the truth), 
but to the principal verb Aoyi{ouar. See more 
in the note of Reiche, and in my A da. 

16. On more mature consideration on the 
shit disputed point as regards the true text here, 
and after carefully weighing what has been 
alleged for and against by Reiche, I am inclined 
to agree with him, by taking the view propounded 
by him, as to how the text came to get into such 
confusion. Accordingly, I wd now enclose the 
words Kavout TO aitTd dpovsty between not 
single but double brackets, as aleo at v. 21 the 
words els TO yeviobar auto. It is well obd- 
served by Reiche, that “although the words in 
question rest on the strongest authority of MSS, 
yet ‘glossema sapiunt, additum ut oratio brevi- 
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tate obscurior et anceps explanaretur,’”’ and also, 
I wd suggest, by a sort of expansion of the sense. 
As to the diction of the shorter reading, it is, as 
Reiche remarks, in reality zo¢ unusual, least of 
all contrary to the laws of Greek speaking. In 
fact, the diction falls under the head of a kind 
of bruchylogia, pointed out at large by Reiche, 
and which he shows to be not unusual with 
poets and philosophers, “ oratione concisiore ele- 
gantiam querentes.” See more in my Addenda. 
21. The words eis rd yavéo@ar, not found in 
many ancient MSS., verss., and fathers, have 
been cancd by Gries., Ln., & Tis., and with some 
reason, since internal evidence is against them. 


IV. 12. 82 is, in several verss. and fathers, 
not found, and has been cancd, on strong autho- 
rity (to which I add all the Lam., and several 
Mus. copies), by most editors; perhaps rightly. 
Internal evidence is certainly against it. ore- 
over, the asyndeton here has great strength, 
and is much in the Apostle’s manner. On 
further consideration, I would now not sim- 
ply remove the dé, but, since this is really 
no place for asyndeton, txsert, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., «ai, fr. all the uncials and the t 
bulk of the curss., exclus. of nearly all the Pm 
MSS., & Scr. g, h, k, 1, m,n, 0, confirmed by 
internal evidence, the «ai being altered to dé by 
critics, who did not perceive the intensive force 


of the xai, 
13. Xprory is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. 
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ABD and some later verss., Clem., & Euseb. 
But its authenticity is fully established by 
Reiche, who has well pointed out how it came 
to be removed. 

16. sis before ray ypeiay is abs. fr. ADIE 
and a few curss. It is of no further value than 
that it seems to recognize another reading, 
vy xpeia, wh. will, I augur, be found in some 
copies, though only a correcn for simpler con- 
strucn, yet one not so suitable here as ele with 
accus., where the preposn denotes purpose of 
action. 

19. The reading xAnpwoat, however strongly 
attested, namely, by FG and 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1183, 84, Scr. g], It., Vig., & al., is, however 
specious, not so suitable to the context as wAn- 
pwoet, wh. conveys the sense, not of earnest 
prayer under the area of ardent wish—to wh. 
wAnpwoa: would fix it—but of affiant assurance. 
See Calv. & Olsh. 

23. nua@y is cancd by Ln., Tis., & AL, fr. 
ABFGL and 35 curss., excl. of Lam. 1183, 84, 
86, Scr. g, h, m, n, 0, and several Lat. copies; 
and since internal evidence is rather against it, 
I wd bracket the word. For eabhce La. Tis., 
& Al. read rot wveduaros, fr. ABDEFG and 
8 curss.: and Al. & De Wette suppose t. rec. 
to have been a correcn suggested by 2 Cor. xiii. 
13, or Ga). vi. 18. But if the original reading 
were such as those uncials represent, it was not 
likely to be even stumbled at, much less altered, 
or at any rate so extensively. 
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I. 2 For Kodooc., Matth., Sch., Ln., Tis., 
& Al. edit KoX acoaite, fr. ABK and above 40 
cures. {add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, Scr. g, h, k, 
1, m, o, Mus.-Cov. 2 & al.]; while Griesb. re- 
tains KoXooc., which is confirmed by the coins 
of the city of every age, and all writers (in- 
cluding Hdot. & Strabo) down to the age of 
Polyan., the first writer who uses KoAaco., a 
mode of spelling wh. prob. arose fr. provincial- 
ism and cullogutal usage (by which the a, pro- 
nounced av, was equiv. to o) such as was well 
known to the scribes, by whom it was intro- 
duced into some copies of Xen. Anab. i. 2, 6. 
Indeed, a and o are oft confounded, of wh. see 
exx. in Greg. de Dial. p. 455, 600, 906. Ac- 
cordingly, I still retain KoAooo., also in the 
inscription of the Epist., KoAAogoders, not 
KodAcocats, as in DEFG, several curss., and the 
Elz, edn. 

3. For «ai, I have, with the chief editors, fr. 
Matt. & Gries. downwards, adopted vai, fr. all 
the uncials, and very many of the most ancient 
curss. [excl. of nearly all the Lam., Scr. f, g, k, 
1, m, n, 0, & Mus.-Cov. 3, omd by Mill], con- 
firmed by internal evidence, such being called 
for by the context, and by a similar use of the 
participle in Philem. 20 & Rev. xxii. 21. The 
change doubtless arose fr. inadvertence of scribes 
ignorant of the peculiar idiom here. The same 
has happened elsewh., even in the class. writers, 
of which see exx. in the authorities adduced at 
Steph. Thes., ed. Valp., 


Pp. 6384 d. 
6. I still follow Lnu., Tis., & Al., in inserting 


after Kaproo., the words xal avfay., fr. almost 
all the uncials & 30 curss. [add 1182, Scr. h, m, 
0], and almost all the verss., together with seve- 
ral Gr. & Lat. fathers, confirmed by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as the words were likely to 
be either lost by homeotel., or removed by fasti- 
dious critics. See Reiche, and my Addenda. 

7. «ai before xa8ws is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCDEFG 17, 23, It., Vig., Syr., 
Goth., Cop., & Arm. verss.: and Al. thinks it 
was inserted in order to correspond with xadwe 
kal at v. 6. But it was prob. expunged by 
some critica in order to remove a tautology; the 
very reason which induced other critics who 
retained xai here, to remove it at v. 6, where its 
absence was thought more called for. 

10. vuas after weptwarnoac is cancd by Gr., 
Sch., Ln., & Al., fr. ABCD!EG and 10 curss. ; 
while Tis. 2 & 3 retains, as I have done, the 
pronoun, which was far more likely to be omitted, 
as it is very oft in cases like this, than, as Al. 
supposes, tnserted in order to fill up the con- 
strucn. For els ti éwiyvwow, Ln. & Al. 
(after Gr.) read 79 éwiyvooe:, fr. ABCDEFG 
and 10 curss. [add Scr. 0); while Reiche has 
fully shown at large that the reading is one quite 
inadmissible; and be adds that I have myself 
well refuted it. That t. rec. is the genuine read- 
ing of Paul, has been proved almost to a demon- 
stration by Reiche, and accordingly, with reason, 
retained by Meyer. 

14. I have double-bracketed, and Ln., Tie., 
& Al. have cancd, the words dia ros alparor, 
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fr. all the uncials and the major part of the cures. 
[add Lam. 1185, 86, 95, 96], and several verss. 
& fathers, confirmed by internal evidence, which 
evinces it to have been A tite an interpoln from 
the paralle] passage of Eph. i. 7. 

16. This verse was expunged by Marcion; 
and afterwards tampered with by critics in order 
to polish the style by lessening the number of 
xat's; though they were not agreed which to 
remove and which to leave. Ln. has expunged 
two of them, thus improving, as he gr dae the 
construcn; though to the weakening of the sense 
in a passage where strength of expression is 
called for. 

20. The 2d 8’ adrov was cancd by Ln., ed. 1, 
fr. BCFGJL and 10 curss., It., Vig., & other 
verss. & fathers, wrongly, since Reiche has esta- 
blished their authenticity, aleo shown how they 
came to be expunged, and pointed out the true 
mode of interpreting them. 

. For tis 6, Ln., Tis., & Al. read rl, ro, 
fr. ABDEFGKL and 40 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
84, 85, Scr. g, 1, m, nj, and several fathers. For 
ds, Ln. & Al. read 3, fr. ABFG 17, 67; while 
Tis. retains de, rightly, since the & is evidently 
& mere correcn to suit the gender at pvorrptop, 
the critics not being aware that ds is, as oft, put 
per attractionem for 5. See my note on Eph. 
1.7. 


"98. I wd now bracket ’"Incov, cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDJFG and 5 curses., It. 
vers., Chrys., & Theod. 


IL. 1. For éwedxact, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
iwpaxav, fr. ABCD Theodor. in MS.; 
which reading 1 am disposed to adopt, for rea- 
sons which will appear from my note on Lk. 
ix. 36. Buttm. § 103, V. 3. Winer, § 13, 2c. 

2. For cupBiBac8ivrwv, I wd now read 
—rTes, internal evidence, as Reiche shows, com- 
pensating for incompetent external authority, 
inasmuch as it was far more probable that the 
early critics shd seek to remove, than apply them- 
selves to introduce, a harsh anacoluthon, though 
one occurring elsewhere, e/fr. iii. 16, Eph. iti. 
17, iv. 2, 2 Cor. ix. 10. For wravra wAouroyw, 
I wd now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al, fr. ABC, 
wav +d wAovros, internal evidence compen- 
sating for slender external. See the note of Al., 
and esp. of Tis. 3. I have brackd, and Tis. & 
Al. have cancd, xai warpds xai rou Xpiorov, 
on slender external authority, though that is 
made up by strong internal evidence, arising fr. 
the state of the readings, on wh. see Tis. 

3. The 2d ras is-cancd by Ln. & Al., fr. 
BCD and 2 curss., Clem., Orig., Eus., & Did. ; 
but retained by Tis., rightly, since it was evi- 
dently removed as superfluous, and in order to 
polish the style. 

4. For ui ris, Ln., Tis., & Al. read unécis, 
fr. ABCDE and 9 cures. But it seema a mere 
arbitrary correcn of fastidious but misjudging 
critics. 

7. éy before 17 wiovres is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. BD 17, 39, 47, 73, 115, 3 copies of 
the It., and the Vlg. verss., with Theoph., 
Archel., and other fathers. But it seems a 
mere crit. correcn to lessen the number of the 
év’s in so short a sentence. 

8. gata: Yuas, adopted by Ln. & Tis. 2, is 
either a correcn of order fr. critics, or an inad- 
vertent eure of scribes. On either ground, 
Tis. has rightly restored the t. rec. 

ll. The words rév duapr. after owparos are 
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caned by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD 
EFG and 7 curss. [add Scr. f], It., Vig., Cop., 
Arm., & ASth. verss., and several fathers. In- 
ternal evidence, however, is not favourable to 
the absence of the words, since it is not impro- 
bable that they were expunged by Alexn critics 
in order to relieve the wording of what seemed 
to them an exuberance; which, however, other 
critics, as we learn fr. Orig., Cyr., Tertul., & 
Cypr., sought to effect by omitting r#* capxde 
or Tov awuaros, retaining rwv duapr. At an 

rate, that the addition of rwv duapr., even wi 

THs capKxds, does not involve any exuberance of 
senee, has been shown by the best ancient and 
modern expositors, referred to by me, who have 
evinced that the addition is any thing but 

tc, since it produces a much more 7 

sense than wd exist without the words, esp. since 
the use of the plur. instead of the sing., found 
in Rom. vi. 6, conveys an intensity of sense. 
See, however, the long and elaborate annotn of 
Reiche, who thinks that he has me¢ the “ argu- 
menta haud spernanda” wh. I have employed 
in defence of the words in question. In defer- 
ence, however, to the united judgment of Tis., 
Al., & Reiche, I have placed them in brackets. 

13. After cuveYwor., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & 
Al. subjoin iuas, fr. ACKL and 40 curas. {add 
Lam. 1185, Scr. f, h, k, 1, n, 0, and strengthened 
by the yuas in B and 20 curss., excl. of Lam. 
1181, 82, Scr. g, 1, m), confirmed by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as it was more likely to be 
removed as superfluous than added. Accord- 
ingly, I would now insert it. For opiv, I wd 
now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., read uty, from 
almost all the uncials, and very many ancient 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, Scr. f, g, k, 1, n, o}, 
and several verses. & fathers, confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence if justly weighed. 

18. um before gmp. is cancd by Gr., Ln., Tis. 
2, Meyer, & Al., f. AB*FGKL 20, 30, 673; 
but it 1s restored by Tis. in his lest ed., retained 
and defended by De Wette. and esp. by Reiche, 
who has in an able and elaborate annotn placed 
the authenticity of the word on the firmest basis 
by arguments founded on internal evidence both 
as regards the testimony of MSS. and the true 
sense, as resting on the con/ezt, of a num- 
bered among the most difficult, and which Reiche 
has, for the first time, fully cleared up, thus 
evincing that ‘‘e text. rec. omnia plana et com- 
moda, ceetereeque orationi con sunt.” 

20. [ have double-brackd the ody after si, fr. 
all the uncials and above 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1185, Scr. kJ, with several ancient It. & Vlg. 
copies, Goth., Cop., & Arm. veres., & Cyr., con- 
firmed by inte evidence. 


TIL. 5. MéA» after cua is cancd by Tis. 2 
& Al., but retained by Ln., and restored by Tia 
3, rightly, the deficiency of external authority 
{only BC? 17, 67%, 71, Clem., Orig., & Eus.) 
not being compensated by internal evidence, wh. 
is unfuvuurable, from the great likelihood that 
Uucwy was removed as superfluous, and in order 
to remove a tautology with vucr in several of 
the most ancient MSS. 

6. The words éwi robs viots ras awaOrlat 
are cancd by Tis. & Al, fr. BD, Sah., Eth. 
verss., Clem., & Iren.: and they eup the 
words to be a supplementary addition fr. the 
parall. passage of Eph. v. 5, where it is abe fr. 
no copy. Ln., however, has retained the words, 
as aleo have Huther & Meyer, by whom they 
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are defended, also peg far more fully and 
ably) by Reiche, who endeavours to show, with 
less, perhaps, than his usual success in such a 
case, how the words came to be omitted. I must, 
however, agree with him in his remark: ‘“ Ne- 
gari nequit hic loci orationem sine iis prerup- 
tiorem et obscuriorem esse, et eorum, guos ira 
divina maneat, mentionem disertam jure exspec- 
tari; qui quidem aptiesime, et Apostoli stilo 
convenienter, Eph. ii. 2, v. 6, Tit. i. 16, Heb. iv. 
6, 12, titulo tay viay 1H dwetBeias insigniun- 
tur.” Under all the circumstances of the case, 
I cannot but feel it my duty to place the words 
in single brackets. 

- J. For abrots, Ln., Tis., & Al. read rovvais, 
fr. ABCDE 17, 26, 70, 7]. But I cannot 
follow their example, since the amount of ex- 
ternal authority for roéro:e is very inferior to 
that for avrois, which that Paul wrote taterna 
tndicia (as Reiche remarks) evincunt. This view 
of the matter in question is confirmed by the 
weighty suffrage of Calvin and Hyperius. If it 
be asked what occasioned the critics to make a 
change so exceptionable? I answer, with Reiche, 
‘*they thought that by retaining avrois a tau- 
tology wd be occasioned, because ‘ad idem sub- 
jectum quo éy ols referri debere recte sentirent, 
arbitrati, illi demonstrativum substituebant, quod 
facilius ad subjectum, remotius quidem, sed 
principale, ad quod Paulus lectores adtentos 
facere vellet, posset referri.”” That some of our 
modern critics were induced to receive rovrois 
(prob. suggested by Eph. v. 3, d:a ruvra) for 
the same reason, however groundless, is not im- 
probable. 

ll. The insertion of xai after BapBapos, and 
after duvAos, in several uncials and some curss., 
adopted by Ln., doubtless arose fr. crit. correcn 
to remove a difficulty at which modern exposi- 
tors have stumbled, but which I have, I trust, 
removed. 

13. For Xptorde, Ln. & Al. read Kupios, fr. 
ABDFG 213, It. & Vig. verss., Clem., & Theod. ; 
while Tis. retains Xp., for reasons which will 
appear from the elaborate note of Reiche, in 
wh. he ably evinces the truth of the reading Xo., 
and shows how it came to be altered to Kupios, 
namely, for adaptation to the following context, 
ae it oft occurs. See vv. 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 
iv. l. 
14. For #ris, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 6, fr. AB 
CFG, Clem., & Chrys. In order to determine 
which reading to choose, we must first aecertain 
what may be the difference in sense between the 
two; and here the aid of so exact a grammarian 
as Mr. Green, N. T. Gr. p. 247, may be of use. 
If, says he, “the old reading be retained, the 
sense will be, that charity is a consummate bond 
of union in the body of Christians.” Accord- 
ing to the new one, it will be not the charity in 
pone but the circumstance of its superaddition 
to the above-mentioned es, producing, by its 
crowning union with them, the perfection of 
virtue. If, however, this be the true sense of 6, 
can we suppose that the Apostle wd introduce 
what wd he so frigid and far-fetched, and quite 
foreign to his usual manner? One can hard] 
doubt that in so very few copies as 5, or rather 4, 
F & G being equiv. to one, o was the corrected 
reading, proceeding fr. Alexn critics, who, stum- 
bling at the trifling inexactness of frss, altered 
it to 6, a more general expression, regarding clia- 
rity as a thing equiv. to course of action. As 
respects dvérnros, found in D! FG, it is a mere 
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crit. correcn to introduce a plainer sense, seem- 
ingly called for by the context, namely, the unity 
of charity, equiv. to union, concord. 

15. For @sov, I wd now adopt Xpreroi, fr. 
ABCDEFG and 6 curss., together with the It., 
Vig., Syr., Cop., & Sah. verss., and several 
fathers, confirmed by internal evidence, as it is 
weighed in the able discussion of Reiche, who, 
after evincing the greater antiquity of the read- 
ing Xp., shows how it came to be altered to 
Oeov, namely, fr. Phil. iv. 7, or 2 Cor. v. 11. 
Comp. Eph. ii. 14, Rom. v. 1. The revisers of - 
the 5th and following centuries were sure to pre- 
fer the sense arising fr. elp. rou Ozov to that fr. 
slp. rov Xprorou, because the latter was, as 
Reiche observes, “ insolentius et sensus ancipitis, 
quare verisimilius est, eos illud pro hoc, quam 
vice versa hoc pro illo substituisse.” 

16. xai after WaApois and Guvoce is cancd by 
Ln., Tie., & Al., fr. ABCD1FG and several 
ancient Lat. copies, & Clem.: and they sup- 
pose the xai to have been inserted fr. the parallel 
earns of Eph. v.19. But how a particle can 

dispensed with I see not; nor can I believe 
that the Apostle wd by so glaring an omission 
throw obscunty over his exhortation. Yet, 
considering the great antiquity of the reading, as 
attested by all the most ancient uncials, it seems 
closely connected with the original and true one, 
which was Wadyois tuvos 7’, wdais wvevm. 
Thus wd. wveup. will stand in apposition to, and 
be exegetical of iuvors. As regards the readin 
évy tn xa@ptti, adopted bY Ln., Tis., Mey., 
Al., fr. BDIE'FG 67, Clem., Chrys., Theod., 
I still prefer and retain t. rec., with De 
Wette and Reiche, the latter of whom, by a 
Jong and elaborate examination of the whole 
verse, as to its true punctuation and arrangement, 
“ mutuaque membrorum ratione, integreque 
sententie versu 16 comprehenses, cum preegressis 
et sequentibus connexione,” shows that t. rec. 
“sola habet explicationem facilem, sensumque 
fundit probum et congruum.” To such length- 
ened philological discussions, foreign to the plan 
of the present work, I can only refer my ers, 
confining any further remarks to two var. 
lectt. 1) the plur. raise xapdiacs, ed. by Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Tis. 2, Mey., & Al. The reading is 
very specious ; but Reiche has, after a long and 
minute scrutiny as to its merits, shown that it 
is inadmissible, and accordingly Tis. has in his 
3d edn restored the t. rec., subjoining to his 
statement of the evidence for taie xapdias 
(ABCDEFG and 10 curss. [add Lam. 11831) ), 
the pithy remark : “at eundem in modum lectio 
fluctuat Eph. v. 19, utroque enim loco éy ruts 
xapdiars convenientius Teritici visum est.” 
2) To advert tothe reading 020 for Kupiw, adopted 
by Gr.,Sch., Lu., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC}DIFG & 
4 curss., with the Syr., Eth., Cop., Sah., It., & 
Vig. verss., I still decline to receive it, and that 
for the reasons alleged by Reiche, with whom I 
agree that Oew originated in the Ose at next 
verse. 

17. wai before warpi is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABC 73 and several verss.; but I still, 
with Steig., Huther, De Wette, & Reiche, re- 
tain «ai, whose genuineness is evinced by Reiche, 
who ably remarks: “‘ Paulus ita loqui sulet (cf. 
1 Cor. xiv. 24, Eph. v. ]8); hic autem apte ad 
rem diserte, xai addito, declaratur, Deum eftam 
Patrem nobis esse idque per Christum, qui denuo 
amorem Dei paternum hominibus conciliaverit. 
Eet id fortius et significantius dictum, quam Beo 
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warpi. od non adtendentes scribes, ut aliis 
locis similibus, xai quasi superfluum omise- 
runt.” 

20. For ior. evdp., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit ebap. 
tori, fr. ABCDE S7 71, 116, It., Vig.. & other 
veres., regarding t. rec. as a correen after Eph. 
vi. 1; but Tis. retains the ordinary order, rightly, 
since the other is more likely, considering the 
fewness of the MSS. and their character, to have 
been the correen, the purpose of which was to 

lish the style. It is, however, not so much a 
homely collocation of the word, as one chosen 
to impart more strength, as in the passage of St. 
Basil, cited in Steph. Thes. in voc., evap. iva 
xataliw6epev Covrevoas, &s totw siapecroy 
+o Kupiw. It is very probable that Bas. had 
the present passage in his mind; and if so, he 
must have had éor. adap. in his copy, for ro 
Kupie as in the t. rec., which, however, all the 
editors and critics are agreed to read éy» K upiw, 
fr. all the uncials and 36 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
85, Ser. g, 1, m, n (not k, nor Lam. 86, 96)], con- 
firmed, thes think, by internal evidence, on the 

und that the idiom is one quite Pauline. 
ut that does not hinder but that it-may have 
been substituted by critics for the simpler and 
plainer rw Kupiw: and Reiche himself, who 
strenuously maintains iy Kupiw, applies both 
those epithets to t. rec., and renders it ‘ quod 
Domino placet.. For my own part, I cannot 
bat suspect that the reading of AB, &c., was a 
mere crit. correcn suggested by v. 18, ws dvyxev 
tv Kupiw. As respects the readings further on, 
mwapopyi{ere & SBarpodourslatc, however 
cates ‘ad supported by external evidence, they 
manifestly came fr. Eph. vi. 4. 

24. yap before rw K. is cancd by La., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABCD! 17, 47, 71: and Al. pro- 
nounces it as inserted for connern. But the 
¢ ndeton wd aoe ne 80 rahe that I anaes 

elp suspecting that the particle was, as very o 
clacgh. ‘last y imadvertence of scribes” Ses 
note on Mk. xiv. 2. I cannot adopt at the next 
verse, yo for dé, fr. ABCD'!FG, since it came, 
I suspect, fr. the yap which was lost at v. 24, 
and here brought in, but at a wrong place, so as 
to dieplace in a very few copies the ée, the force 
of which, prob. misunderstood by the scribes 
or revisers, is, ‘ Now he who doeth the wrong.’ 
The var. lect. xouloeras was prob. derived fr. 
Eph. vi. 8, where see my note. 


IV. 1. For odpavoic, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ovpave, fr. ABC and about !2 curss., Vig., Syr. 
verss., & Clem., ry singe the t. rec. derived fr. 
the paral]. pass. of Eph. vi. 9, where there is no 
fluctuation of reading. The case is the 
same at Lk. xviii. 22. where for the ancient aad, 
it seems, original reading of Lk., obpavois, some 
critics and the revisers of a later period wrote 
o’pavew, from the = of Mk., where there is no 
fluctuation, a reading which crept into the Vlg., 
& some copies of the It. Accordingly, I wd now 
here edit ovpayw. 

8. 32’ ov, ed. by Ln., fr. BFG and 71, arose 
fr. error of scribes, who conjoined the « follow- 
ing. read as »y with o; and « & » are occasionally 
confounded by scribes, of which see exx. in 
Greg. de Dial., p. 726. " an 

. For yro—tuev, Ln. & Sch. read yvors 
—tyev, fr. ABDIFG and 10 curss., Ned. 
Colin, ile se Ah JEth. verss., and some 
copies of the It., ides several fathers, as 
Chrys., Theoph., Theod., & CEcum, And the 
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reading is approved and maintained by Olsh.. 
Huther, & Mey.; but, as Reiche has shown, 
after an elaborate discussion of the internal evi- 
dence, on insufficient grounds. Under these cir- 
cumstances, the t. rec. must be retained, as it 
has been by mest editors, including Tie, Al., & 
myself ; though I cannot agree with the former on 
the knotty point of the origsn of the rejected read- 
ing. To suppose it, as they do, to have arisen sim- 
ply fr. {| Eph. vi. 22, is a very convenient mode 
of getting rid of the difficulty, by the nsual short- 
cut of that class of critics. Hence I prefer the 
solution thereof propounded by Reiche in the 
following note: “Scribe, sic uti habet recepta, 
verba commutasse videntur, aut falsa literarum 
yuwtera in yuw re va separatione in errorem 
inducti, particula ve postea elisa et nue con- 
sequenter in duwy mutata, auf consulto, quia 
magis consentaneum iis videretur, Aposiolum 
Tychico misso res Colossenstum, de quibus anxius 
esset, velle rescire, quam /eciores de ipsius rebus 
certiores facere, quod etiam per literas fieri 
posset, sicuti etiam de se, de fratribus, de evan- 
eet propagatione plurima literis mandasset, iv. 
0 seqq.” 


12. After Xororov, Ln., Tis., & Al. subjoin 
"Ingou, fr. ABCL and 10 curss., with the Vl¢., 
Cop., & Arm. veras. But internal evidence is 
rather agatnst the reading, since it is more pro- 
bable that ’Injcou was introduced, as oft, with 
Xprorov, though at the wrong place, for dowd. 
Xp. Ine. occurs no where else, while dovA. "Ine. 
Xp. does at Rom. i. 1, Jam. i. 1, Jude 1. Since, 
however, there is next to no authority for "Ino. 
Xp., we are bound to retain Xprorov simply, 
which elsewhere occurs after dovA. at 2 Cor. x. 
7, Gal. i. 10, sine v. 1. For wewAnpep., Ln., 
Tis., & Al. edit rexAnpoqopnmévas, fr. ABCD 
FG 10, 17, 31, 673, 71, 213, which is approved 
by Bohm., Steig., Huth., & Mey. But t. rec. is 
preferred by Heinr., Olsh., & Wette, with 
reason, a8 will appear from the long-drawn die- 
cussion entered into by Reiche, whereby it is 
evinced that internal evidence is in favour of 
t. rec., inasmuch as it is more probable that the 
scribes [rather critics, or revisers) regarding. 
for reasons alleged by Reiche, rewA npwpivor 
as less appropriate and somewhat obsrure in 
sense, substituted for it, however genuine, the 
very specious reading, recommended by its 
greater perspicuity and neatness of fourrure, 
wemXnpo®d., though the scribes or revisers of two 
of the above uncials [FG] took the very opposite 
course at 2 Tim. iv. 16, by reading wAnpesby. 

13. For {nXAov wordy, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & 
Al., edit woAty wovoy, fr. ABC and one cum 
only, No. 80, It., Vig., & Cop. verss., and seve- 
ral fathers, as Chrys., Theod., Theoph., Damasc., 
& Cécum.; a ing confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, as justly weighed by Reiche, whence it 
appears that, notwithstanding the pains bestowed 
by the ancient critics in devising various con- 
jectures to hit on some term more suitable than 
the so-thought homely and awkward term we- 
vou, there was nothing really to stumble at in 
the expression wok. wovev, since the werd (as. 
Reiche observes) “ sensu hic probabili, laborum 
cura et molestia conjunctus,” is of frequent use 
in Hellenistic & Jewish Greek, (see Ps. xe. 11, 
Is. xx. 8, Ixv. 14, Symm. in Job xvi. 6, Aquil. 
in Job xv. 35, Wied. iii. 15, dya0ev wovesw nap- 
woe), and thinks that it arose purely from acci- 
dent that the word shd occur in the N. T. caly 
here, and at Rev. xvi. 10, 11, xxi. 4. How suitably 
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to the present occasion, and the then circum- 
stances of the Church at Colossm, the term was 
employed by Paul, is fully shown by Reiche. 
15. For aérov, Ln. reads ai’rye, fr. B & 67, 
]; but Tis. retains adrov; while Al. edits av- 
voy, fr. AC and 7 curss., regarding atrov & 
abrne as alike correcns arising fr. the construcn 
being misunderstood, whence arose altération in 
two ways, according as Nuz@. was regarded as a 
mase. or as a feminine name. But this is 
taking for granted the existence of the construcn 
in question, which involves the greatest harsh- 
ness, as consisting in taking atray for rev wepi 
Nuud. Besides, the reading in question is dis- 
countenanced by all the ancient verss. & Gk. 
commentators. As to the other readings, avrou 
& avbtris, the former rests on the strongest ex- 
ternal authority, but is not confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence, that being adverse, inasmuch as I 


cannot find a particle of evidence for Nun. 
used as a asc. name. Now it was the taking this 
for granted which led to the extensive alteration 
of aurns, evidently the most ancient reading as 
found in B—where the accentuation, said to be 
a secunda manu, Niudav, came, I doubt not, a 
prina manu—and being required by the airie. 
Soroene y Ln. was right in editing Néugap, 
which is, I suspect, or was in several of the | 
uncials (certainly, in such at least as have 
accents), also in the earliest of all the editions, 
the Complut. Of Nouda, used as a fem., there 
are not wanting exx. Suffice it to refer to an 
Attic inscrip. adduced by L. Dindorf on Steph. 
Thes., Parised.: Nuun BaotAzidou,‘N phe, 
daughter of Basil.’ ere, howr, the form is 
Doric, and provincial, being prob. an idiom of 
Phrygian and Cilician Greek. 


1 THESSALONIANS. 


I. 1. After elpun, the words dad 8200 Xpie- 
vou are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. BFG 47, 73, 
115, both Syr. verss., as also tho Basm., Ath., 
Arm., & Vig. veres. They are only brackd by 
Ln. For my own part, I am not disposed to go 
even so far, since internal evidence is against 
their absence, for I quite agree with Reiche, 
who, after ably summing up the evidence for 
and against the words, ends with showing that 
they may well have been lost from the context 
by the negligence of scribes, and peepee out 
how it may have taken place. He then subjoins 
the well-founded observation: ‘“‘ Minus saltem 
vero simile est, Apostolum contra consuetudinem 
suam nec rei convenienter, lectoribus nude ac 
vage gratiam pacemque apprecatum, verbaque 
ad sensum necessaria a servis ex aliarum epis- 
tolarum initiis addita esse.” In his Supplemen- 
tary Appendix the learned professor speaks yet 
more positively, refuting more at large the hypo- 
thesis, that the Apostle left the more definite 
sense to be supplied from the preceding év Oew 
Xprore, “cum hec verba ad notionem éx«An- 
cias Osecadovixéwy, non vero ad salutis, xdprs 
kal slp., rationem definiendam faciunt ;—nec 
inde salutem tam m et frigidam lectores de- 
finire et supplere Apostolus voluit. Quod ex 
eo videmus, quod Ap., etiam ubi eadem proxime 

reecedunt, ut 2 Thess. i. 1, 2, 1 & 2 Tim. init., 

cphes. init., tamen ubique ipse addit awd Oeou 
—Xp.,” whence he draws the inference how 
mach more likely it is that the words were 
‘‘a librariis neglecta ve] sponte omissa,” than 
that the Apostle, in this Epistle alono, contrary 
to his constant custom elsewhere, shd not have 
put in writing words so necessary to the full ex- 
pression of his méaning. 

5. The reading xpos for ele is ed. by Ln., fr. 
AC®DEFG and 5 curss., with Chrys. & Theoph. 
But it is inadmissible, for the reasons a ae by 
Reiche. Yet I regard it as not, what Al. con- 
siders it, ‘‘a crit. correcn suggested by | Cor. ii. 
3” (for there is no such simijarity as to occasion 
reminiscence), but simply as a plainer and more 
facile reading, wh. may have sprung fr. v. 9, 


elacodov Ecxopney Wpde bas, or have been sug: 
gested through the medium of a scholiast. 

7. For tuzovs, Ln., Tis., & Al. read réwop, 
fr. BD 17, 23, 46, 47, 673, 73, Syr., Cop., Sah., 
Basm., & A®th. verss., which, however, on more 
mature consideration, I must now more de- 
cidedly reject, for reasons,—besides those wh. I 
have already stated, or which have since occurred 
to me, such as have been adduced by Reiche, 
who fully evinces that internal evidence is quite 
in favour of the plur. réwous. As to Al.’s asser- 
tion, that ruwous was “a correcn of critics to 
suit buas preceding,” Reiche fally refutes it, ably 
showing that it was more likely Paul himself 
shd have written ru7rovs, than that it shd have 
come “‘ a male sedulis scribis (imé criticis).” 

8. Before "Ayata, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis. 2, & 
Al. prefix iv ry, fr. all the uncials exc. AB & 
30 curss. [to wh. I can add all the Lam. MSS. 
exc. 1196, Scr. g, h, 1, n, Mus. 16184, & Cov. 4, 
omd by Mill], with several verss. & fathers. 
But internal evidence hangs at an equal balance, 
as Tis, is now aware, who has in his 3d edn re- 
stored t. rec. I have brackd the xai after dAXa, 
wh. Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel, fr. ABCD!FG and 
several curss., confirmed by internal evidence, 
since it was more likely to be inserted than re- 
moved, I have, with Ln., Tis, & Al., ed. 
éoxoy, fr. all the uncials and very many curss., 
excl. of nearly all the Lam. & Scr. copies, also 
Mus. 5116, 11836, 16184, et al., confirmed by 
internal evidence as existing in the somewhat 
unusual form, occasionally occurring in N. T., 
but generally excluded in the ordinary copies b 
the usual eTyov. See 2 Cor. vii. 5, Philem. 7, 
1 Joh. ii. 28, Rev. iv. 4. 


II. 3. For odra, Ln. edits o8%, fr. ABCD? 
FG and 6 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 96, Scr. m, 
Mus.-Cov. 2, 3, omd by Mill], which is pro- 
nounced by Al. “a mere crit. correcn to match the 
ové: before.” But whether the distinction which 
he mentions was always observed, or must neces- 
sarily apply here, may be doubted. See Kiihn. 
& Jelf’s Gr. § 775, on the connexion and oppo- 
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sition of negative clauses, and thé exx. there 
adduced, whence it can hardly be doubted, that 
ovx—ovdi—ovee is unobjectionable, though not 
Attic Greek, and was not unlikely to be used by 
Paul, who was unobservant of, as caring little 
about petty niceties, such as the one in question. 
The case of rw before eq at next verse, wh. is 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al. fr. BCD 673, 114, 122 
[add Lam. 1183], with Clem., Bas., & Gécum., 
does not come under the same category. Inter- 
nal evidence, however, is against the absence of 
the art., since it was less likely to be inserted, 
than removed for euphony. 

7. mmmios for fmrcot, ed. by Ln., fr. ACDKL 
and 14 curss. [add Lam. 1182), is a mere error 
of scribes, who carelessly united the y final of 
the foregoing word—a blunder occasioned by the 

t rarity of the term’ #jmos, occurring in 

. T. only at 2 Tim. ii. 24, where vdwior in 
like manner crept into DEFG. 

8. For luecpouevor, Gries., Ln., & Al. read 
épnetp., fr. all the uncials, and about 35 curss. 
[add Lam. 1185, 86, Scr. m, n, Mus. 11836], 
with Basil, Chrys., Theopb., Theod., Stud., also 
Hesych. and Phot. Lexx. But, for the reasons 
that have been alleged by myself and Reiche, 
Ouetp. is inadmissible; unless, indeed, we could 
think that word was, as I have heretofore thought 
it, a provincialism ; of which, however, ptoof is 
wanting, which might be expected from the 
Lexicogr., as Hesych. & Phot., or the Gr. com- 
mentators, all of whom, howr, are silent on that 

int. Hence, I now quite agree with Pelt & 

eiche that duecp. arose fr. error of scribes by a 
slip of the pen, or a ss 5 lingua, originating in 
imperfect dictation. For yeyévno@e, I have ed. 
éysvfHOnre, fr. all the most ancient MSS. [add 
Lam. 1182, Mus. 5116], with the Pesch. Syr. 
vers., and as propriety of language in the ex- 
pression of the obvious sentiment requires. 

9. Tap after vuxrds is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABD!IFG and 4 or 5 curss. [add Lam. 
1185, Scr. k), besides Et., Vig., Cop., Basm., & 
both Syr. veras., Cyr., Chrys., Theod.: and Al. 
pronounces it an insertion for connexion. But it 
may rather have been ool arg in order to re- 
move a tautology involved in the two yap’s so 
close together; and yet some particle is indis- 
pensable to make up any tolerable construcn, 
for without it there would be an anacoluthon of 
the worst kind: ydp, however, does not well 
suit the occasion. Yet some particle seems at a 
very early period to have apres out of the 
context, and that I suspect to have been we or 
&r:, which are each occasionally omd by the 
scribes. Mvnyuoyv. Sts occurs elsewhere sx/r. 
2 Thess. ii. 5, Eph. ii. 11, Acts xx. 21, also in 
Demosth. ap. Steph. Thes., & Plato, p. 480, 
and penn. we in 2 Macc. ii. 6, also uy. wés, 
for ws, in Rev. iii. 3. Certain it is that ws, or 
Src, was in the copy used by the Arab. transl., 
and also in those used by the Syr. & /Eth. 
translrs; though they all, from ignorance of the 
construcn, prudently rendered with a freedom 
bordering on licence. The ws, which evidently 
slipped out of the context, seems to have been 
placed after yuxrds, and then to have been ab- 
sorbed in the final —oe of the preceding word : 
and the omission was more likely to happen 
from the transposn, which not unfreq. takes 
place in the use of we, and was here employed 
to impart tntensity of sense, q. d. ‘ by night as 
well as by day.’ Thus I wd render: ‘For ye 
remember, brethren, our labour and pains,— 
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how, while by night as well as day, in order not 
to be burdensome to you, [so] did we preach to 
you the Gospel of God.’ 

12. For naprupovpevor, I have, with Matth., 
Lo., Tis., & Al., ed. paprupéuevor, fr. BDIE 
KL and 30 curss., exc]. of Lam. ]183, 84, 85, 
86, 96, Scr. f, g, 1, n, 0, Mus. 11836, Cov. 2, et 
al., edd. Com a: Ald., Colin, Wolf Ceph., & 
Erasm. 1, 2, 3, Chrys., Damasc., Theoph., & 
(Ecumen., oe by han pe a ra 
existing in the proprietas lingu@, wh., as has 
been shown at large by Schott. Covent & Reiche, 
will not permit the use of uaptupeto@ac for 
paptripecbar. See Poppo on Thucyd. viii. 53, 
2, and my note on Acts xxv. 22. 

13. Before é:4¢, Ln., Tis., & Al. place «ai, fr. 
AB and the later Syr. & Copt. verss., Theodoret 
MS.: and Al. supposes it to have been re- 
moved in the t. rec. as thonght superfluous ; 
which may have been the case; but that the 
particle shd have been removed in all the copies 
exc. 2, is far less probable than that in those 2 it 
shd have crept in by inadvertence of scribes, 
owing to the xal after d:a rovro. 

15. t8lous before wpod. is cancd by Gr., Sch., 
Tis., & Al., fr. ABDIE1FG and 7 curss., It, 
Vig., Copt., & Eth. verss. But its genuine- 
ness has been shown at large (after Schott. & De 
Bh iad myself and Reiche. 

16. For épOace, Ln. edits 7pOaxev, fr. BD 
alone; to which, however, I can add Mus.-Cov. 
2, passed over by Mill. Tis. admitted the read- 
ing in his let edn, but has discarded it in his 2d 
& 3d, and restored é~@ace. But his second 
thoughts were here not the wiser, internal evi- 
dence being so strongly in favour of epOaxe, 
which, considering the great unfrequency of the 
form, could not have arisen from scribes. It is, 
indeed, so rare, that for a long time I could find 
no other example of it exc. in 2 Chron. xxviii. 
9, kai Ewes rwv ovpavay tpBaxe (scil. n dpyn 

Urwy), 80 Written in all the copies exc. the 

ompl., which has ¢@@ace, doubtless from crit. 
altern, for the purpose of introducing the more 
usual form, as was prob. the case here; for con- 
sidering that the passage of 2 Chron. seems to 
have been in Paul’s mind, he might choose to 
adopt the preterite ipOaxev as equally suitable 
to, and quite permissible by propriety of lan- 
guage. Besides, the perf. tense is not so rare a9 
not to occur elsewh., e. g., in Demosth., p. 236, 
9, also in the ordinary Gr. form, wé@Oaxe 

softened in Attic Gr. to 20. for euphony), in 
the Byzantine historians, exx. from whom are 
adduced by Dindorf on Steph. Thes. in v.; and 
the pluperf. form (wh. implies the perf.) is ueed 
by Lucian and Synes., and its frequency doubt- 
less in writers of later Gr., is attested by Thom. 
Magist.; and hence it was likely to be used by 
Paul here, as also possibly at Rom. ix. 3], els 
vouov dix. ovx EpPOace, where the ancient un- 
cials FG, though presenting the reading é@Ooxe, 
ee that the very ancient archetype of 
those MSS. had épOaxe. The perf. & pluperf. 
forms seem to have been idioms of provincial 
and later Gr. use, as alao of Syrian and Alexn 
Gr., as used by Paul and found in the Sept. 

18. For t. rec. d:d, Olsh., Ln., & Tis. 1 & 3, 
with Al., read é:d71; but, as I have shown, on 
wrong grounds: and my judgment on the mat- 
ter has been confirmed by the suffrage of Reiche, 
who ‘points out, after me, that a similar crit. 
correcn was made at | Pet. ii. 6, by the same 
class of persons, half-learned and fanciful sciolé. 
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see my note there, and what Reiche has added 
ere. 


III. 2. For dedxovoy tov Beou xai cuvepyov 
tyuawy, EFG and 17 have dcaxovoy xai cuvepyov 
Tov Osov, but A 673, 71, 73, 137, Cop., Basm., 
4Eth., & Vig., & Basil. have xai dsax. Tov 
OBeou; while D! 17 have xui cuvepyov rou 
Geov, and the Codex B simply xai cuvepyoy, as 
in the Arm. vers. & Pelag. The t. rec. is found 
in D°EIKL and the great bulk of the curss., 
excl, of all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, with 
the Pes. Syr. and other verss., as also Chrys., 
Theod., Theoph., Dam., and other fathers. Of 
the former readgs, xai dsaxovoy +. Oeov is ed. 
by Scholz, but xal chide hg v. 0. by Gr., Ln., 
This., & Al. As to myself, I still retain t. rec., 
and on more mature consideration, entertain no 
fluctuation of opinion between the wording of 
the t. rec., and the reading adopted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al. Ihave been partly induced to come to 
this final determination as to the much-agitated 
question on the grounds ably set forth by Reiche, 
who points out that t. rec. is superior to the 
other readings by the multitude amd weight of 
the evidence in its favour, confirmed by the 
remarkable consent of almost all the Greek 
Codd., with the Gr. fathers commenting on the 
passage, and with both the Syr. verss. And 
external authority far stronger is confirmed by 
internal evidence, which, weighed in a just 
balance, as it is by Reiche, will be found quite 
in its favour. It lies open to no real difficulty, 
but rather, as observes Reiche, has much that 
must commend it to our adoption, eo that the 
particulars are each rightly understood, and 
perpended propria vi sua. This he evinces by 
a full examination of the context, and a discus- 
sion of the various circumstances of the case in 
question. Then, after a rigid scrutiny into the 
nierits of the shorter reading as compared with the 
longer, and after having ascertained the real ex- 
tent of its claims to adoption—slender indeed— 
he concludes his able summing up of the evi- 
dence on this puzzling case, by giving his cri- 
tical judgment,—in wh. I quite coincide,—to 
the following effect, namely, that in the present 
passage, as in many others occurring passim, “‘lec- 
tio brevior, manifesto falsa, e genuina verbosiore 
contracta est, ita hic conjicere licet criticos male 
sedulos, e.causis supra memoratis, alios aliter ora- 
tionem reddere concisiorem et rotundiorem co- 
natos ease, coque consilio alterutrum membrum 
eliminasse, vocem Q@eov autem, tw dtaKxovoy 
additam, modo ejecisse, modo ad cuvepydy, 
eliso tw nuwy, transposuisse.” To advert to 
the other two readings in this verse, adopted by 
the recent editors, the expungement of the 2d 
vas, and the substitution of drip for repi— 
there is, indeed, considerable authority for each, 
and internal evidence is rather in favour of the 
latter: not so, however, as respects the former, 
where the repeated pronoun was prob. expunged 
for the purpose of removing a tautology ; and yet 
the repetition here imparts an intenstty of sense. 

For rw before und. caivectar, we have rd 
in ABDEKL and 28 curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 
85, 86, 95, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k,n, 0, all the Mus. 
copies exc. one (16184), besides 6 copies collated 
by Reiche, together with the edd. Compl. & 
Colin, with Chrys., Dam.; and this has been 
adopted by Matth., Ln., Tis.,.& Al., and re- 
cently by Reiche, who, after a full and strict 
examination of the respective claims of the rival 
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readings ra & rd (for rou was evidently 2 

correon for plainness—prob. suggested by a 

schol.—on one or other of those two), proceeds 

to show that t. rec. is not only very weak in ex- 

ternal authority, but may be proved false by 

arguments of internal evidence weighed aright, 

as it is by the learned professor. As respects 

the philological difficulty under which the read- 

ing vod labours, that when rightly discussed, 

as it has been by the practised skill of Reiche, 

rather tends to commend the reading to accept- 

ance. The solution in question will however 

depend on taking, with Schott., Winer, De 

Wette, & Reiche, 7d nd. caiv. for an accus. of 
object, ‘‘a verbis pregressis els Td ornpitat wal 

wapaxahéoat juas,” or, if we prefer, “a poste- 

rtore solo, pendente ita ut id in quo et cujus 

causa Thessalonicenses a Timotheo firmandi et 
admonendi sint, eo declararetur.” 

8. For orj«nre, Ln. reads ornxere, fr. AF 
GKL and many curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 
Scr. f, k,1, m,n, 0]; while Tis. 2 & Al. retain 
ornxnre, though internal evidence is rather in 
favour of orijxere, on the score of which Tis. 3 
has, with some reason, adopted the reading. 

11—13. I cannot in these two vv. cancel 
Xmoros in the former, and Xpicrov in the 
latter, fr. a few uncials and curss., together with 
some ancient copies of the Vlg., internal evi- 
dence being adverse, inasmuch as some critics 
thought the words might well be dispensed with 
in a long and involved construcn such as here 
exists; not to say that the expungement of 
one at least (the latter) would remove a tau- 
tology. 


IV. 1. I have single-brackd the +d before 
Aovwdy, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB1DEF 
GKL and very many curss. [add Lam. 1183, 84, 
86, Scr. f,1, m, n, 0, Mus. 11836, 16184, Cov. 
2, 3, 4, 5, omd by Mill]. But internal evi- 
dence is evenly balanced. The +d might be 
added as thought necessary, from such passages 
as pie 10, Phil. iii. 1, iv. 8, ae 7 13, but 
it might be nged, as suggeste Acts 
xxvii-20, 1 Con i. 6, 2 Cor. xiii. 10, & 2 Tim, 
iv. 8, which seems the more likely to have been 
the case. Before the first xalwe is added @va, 
by La., Tis., & Al., fr. BDEFG and 9 curss., 
It., Vig., Arm. verss.: and after Bzw they insert 
xaOwe kal weprwaretre, fr. ABDEFG 17, 23, 
37, 89, 46, 57, 71, 137, 8 pet., Cop., Ath., Arm., 
Syr. post., and some copies of the It. & Vlg. 
And further, in others the additamentum comes 
in twice, after ’Incouv and after wepioc., and 
again in others, only after "Ino. Each, how- 
ever, is, as Reiche a be @ manifest interpolation, 
‘‘ut orationis membra accuratius jungantur.” 
As respects the clause xaQws xai wepiwateite, 
that Al., after Liinem., affirms is required by 
internal considerations, as well as external evi- 
dence, inasmuch as fya wepioo. requires the 
assumption of prior commencement (see v. 10) : 
and such a commencement wd not be implied in 
the preceding text without xaBws xai wspiwa- 
vette. But Reiche has, by a close examination 
of the context and circumstances of the case, 
shown that this view is quite inadmissible. And 
the notion of Al. that ‘‘the Apostle began the sen- 
tence in one way, and then while writing altered 
his intended expression, ‘that he might not say 
too little; is a mere arbitrary supposition ; for, 
as Reiche observes, ‘‘tantum abest, ut lectio 
varians rite compleat, qu in vulgari desideren-, 
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tur, ut, repetito «awe, orationem reddat. Jan- 
guidam, et verbis ipwrauevy uae xal wapa- 
«xaouney, ab objecto suo justo longius eh ndeaye 
eam impediant.” Such being the case, there is 
little doubt that the controverted words were, as 
Reiche maintains, introduced by ill-busied cri- 
tics fr. infr. iv. 10 (comp. v. 11), xa@es xai 
wore, either written first in the margin, and 
afterwards introduced into the text, or else in- 
serted for a purpose wh. Reiche suggests, but 
wh. scarcely rises beyond a bare age pre 
That the critics, or revisers, were all of them 
here male seduli (weptspyaCouevor). is evident 
fr. the state of the case respecting this passage 
as laid down by Reiche, who shows, that although 
t. rec. is somewhat perplexed and intricate, as 
well by a rather anomalous order of the several 
propositions, as also by a sentiment to all appear- 
ance defective, ‘“‘quia id in quo abundare vel 
crescere wep:acedntre Thessalonicenses jubean- 
tur, non diserte enunciatur’’—nevertheless “ pe- 
riodus rite est constructa: wapaxadoupmey (lva) 
xabwe wapshaBere—Oew tva (ottrws) wepio- 
hile paAXov, nec caret sensu integro pro- 
oque.”” 

. [ see no reason to cancel the 6 before Ku- 
ptos, with Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. only ABD 17— 
insufficient authority, and not compensated by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as the o was more 
likely to be omd inadvertently, or removed 
purposely as unnecessary, than inserted in all the 
copies but 4, I wd now read, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., wpoosiwanev, fr. BDEFG and not a few 
curss., confirmed by internal evidence as exist- 
ing in the unusual Alexn form. The same quite 
applies to t. rec. dsaxaptrupaueba, esp. since 
—déus0a rests only on D®K and 12 curss. of 
little note. 

8. For dovra, Ln. edits dddvra, fr. BDEG 
and 10 cures. [add Mus. 5116, edd. Compl. & 
Colin}, Athan., & Did. But Tis. & Al. retain 
éovra, regarding é¢d. as a mere “ correcn to make 
the gift of the Spirit present.” And this is con- 
firmed by the suffrage of Reiche, who, however, 
shows that the emendn was unnecessary, since 
the pret. ddv7va is by no means repugnant to the 
cont:nuous efficiency of the Spirit, “ quippe quo 
utens Apostolus tantum de primo Det actu, 
quemque fide in Christum suscepta Spiritu suo 
imbuentis, cogitavit; qua vero cogitatione rvev- 
pa Geov continuo in fidelium animis operari, 
non negatur sed ponitur.” The xai before dovra 
ought not to have been cancd by Ln., fr. ABDE 
asd 0 curss. [add Scr. o, Mus. 11836, & Cov. 3, 
omd by Mill], since it was far less likely to be 
inserted than omd, as it oft is in such a case by 
careless scribes, or removed by rash critics, who 
might think it superfluous, unaware of the tnten- 
sive force of the particle. A case quite similar, 
but ¢ converso, occurs at 1 Cor. xv. 57, where 
for d:doyr:, DE and 15 curss. (excl. of Lam. 
1182, 83, 85, Scr. 0), Athan., Chrys., & Cicum, 
have dort, Yale suggested by the It. & Vig. 
verss., ‘qui dedi,” the critics being, it seems, 
unaware of the sensus pregnans, which serves to 
intimate continuity of action, ‘who hath given 
and doth give. Add 2 Cor. viii. 16, where 
pha is the very same fluctuation of reading as 

ere. 

For nuas, Ln., Tis., & Al. read tuas, fr. 
BDEFGKL and, as Reiche reckons, 43 curss. 
add Lam. 1183, 85, 86, 90, 95, 96, Scr. f, g, h, 

, 1, m,n, 0, Mus.-Cov. 2, 3, 5, omd by Mill], 
also ed. Ald., Erasm., Colin, Wolf Ceph., 
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Steph. 1, Bogard, with Syr., Arab., Arm., Syr. 
post. in marg., It., and 4 of the most ancient 
copies of the Vig., oo with several fathers, 
as Clem., Athan., Chrys., & (Scum. Thus its 
genuineness is attested by the consent of the 
weightiest and most in number of the witnesses 
of each class, and confirmed by internal evi- 
dence as existing in its yielding a superior sense, 
as is shown at large by the close examination of 
Reiche. Though whether the juas was, as Al. 
& Reiche suppose, a correcn of critics to suit the 
idea that dv0p. was the Apostle himeelf, as Al. - 
supposes, or on other grounds, such as Reiche 
suggests, is a matter of uncertainty, best left sx 


9. For iyere, DJFG 6, 31, 47, 49, 673, 71, 
87, 115, Matth. 6, Lam. 1183, 96, Mus. 16184, 
together with the later Syr., It., & Vig. verses, 
Chrys., & Theoph. have ¢youer [Cod. B efyo- 
pev|, wh. was approved by Beng. & Gries., and 
was ed. by Ln. u Tis. 1, and has been recently 
adopted by Liinem., who pronounces the con- 
strucn of t. rec. inadmissible, such use of the 
inf. active being only found in cases where no 
special personal reference is attached to the verb, 
as Uuty here: so that this wd require éué ypa- 
gew or —sc8ai, but with eo many correcns 
manifestly concocted, says Reiche, “ ut plenior 
et planior evadat Apostoli oratio,” one cannot 
fail to see, with Reiche & Al., that considering 
the admitted irregularities of St. Paul's style, 
fesp. in this and the next Epistle], the objection 

as little or no force, esp. since, as Reiche ob- 
serves, “such an omission of éué or nas, wh. 
‘ in sermone populari ct negligentiori,’ if it is, as 
here, easily supplied by the mind, is of no rare 
occurrence,” e. E- infr.v. 1, 0b ypsiav agers pip 
padecOat, scil. yuas, and Heb. v. 12, ypeiay 
ers Tov diddoxay vuas, ecil. éué or Teva, 
where the reading d:éconscOai tia is a cor- 
recn quite like one of the three here. 

11. idfa:es before yepoiv is absent in BDE 
FG & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1196, Scr. k, mJ, 
with Ath. Arm., It., & Vig. verses, Bas, 
Chrys., td 1,, and is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., approv Olsh. & Liinem.: and Al. 

ronounces it a pt A to suit va idia. But if eo, 
t could not be a gloss. It wd rather be, as 
Reiche thinks, an insertion thrown in by Paul 
himeelf, ‘“‘ ut lectores suis tpsorum manibus, nec 
aliorum tantum, ut servorum, amicorum, li 
rum, opera et labore uti juberentur.” But it 
might be removed by over-nice critics stumbling 
at what seemed objectionable in the combina- 
tion of ida with idiow. It was, however, I 
agree with Reiche, far less probable that crit. 
revisers shd have added a word, wh. to them 
might have seemed superfluous and brought in 
fr. other , than that they shd have sup- 
pressed what was genuine. He is indeed quite 
of opinion that the Apostle himself did add the 
Léiors, with allusion to the preceding ié:a, q. d. 
“sua suis manibus quieque operetur, quod di- 
cendi genus paronomasticum (he adds) Apos- 
tolus amat.” 

13. For @éAe, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. OéAomes, 
fr. all the uncials, and the pet body of the 
curss., to wh. J add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 86, 96, 
Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m.n, 0, & Mus. 11836, with 
the It., Vig., Goth., & Arm. verss,, confirmed 
by internal evidence, wh. is rather in its favour, 
since a change was more likely to be made to 
the stng., elsewh. so oft occurring in the Apoes- 
tle, in the use of this formula. Yot the plar. 
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occurs in 2 Cor. i. a even there a few 
curss. have @éXe, wh. get however, confirms 
the reading 0éAouerv. I still continue to reject 
xoimwpiveow, ed. by Ln., Tie. 2, & Al. fr. AB 
and 1] curss. [to wh. I can only add Lam. 
1186, & Ser. nj, slender external authority, and 
not compensated bY internal evidence, if weighed 
aright, as it is by Reiche, who remarks, that the 
sacred writers of N. T. (as of the O. T. in the 
Sept.) constantly use the pret. or aor. of perf., 
comparing the dead, grato euphemismo, with 
those asleep; and he shows that here the perf. 
tense more exactly expresses what must have 
been the mind of the Apostle; and he concludes 
by pointing out two causes which may be 
thought to have occasioned the change to the 
pres. tense. Tis. prob. now sees the matter in 
the same light as Reiche and myself, since in 
his 3rd edn he has restored xexoim. to his text. 
He has also recalled Auwaoc@e, wh. he had in 
his 2d edn displaced for Auwetobe, fr. ADFGJ 
and many curss., to which I cannot add one exam- 
ple; though, were there many, it would nought 
avail, since the reading arose manifestly fr. 
itacism, such as is of perpetual occurrence in the 
& uncials alleged. 


V. 3. Tap after Sray is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. AFG and 4 curss., It., Syr., Goth., & 
Arm. verses., Iren., & Tertul.; and the occur- 
rence of dé for yao in BDE, Euseb., Cop., Syr. 
post., ed. within brackets by Ln, might seem 
to oast a shade over the other, but that it seems 
a mere error of scribe for yap, whore abbrevia- 
tion might be, and oft is, mistaken for ydp, 
which is here very suitable, though, from a mis- 
understanding of its force, wh. is epexegetical, 
== exempli gratia, it was removed with the addi- 
tional view of pemeving tautology. As respects 
the % before mu. at v. 2, it is abs. fr. BDEFG 
17, 673, cancd by Tis., and brackd by Ln. & 
al. It might be absorbed in the subsequent n, 


or it might arise fr. that 7, and have been re- 
tained because thought n , and as sug- 

by v. 5. Hence I wd exclude it, as algo 
for oo wh. will appear fr. my note on 2 Pet. 
iii. 10. 

5. After wadvrae I have, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., inserted yap, fr. ABDEFGL and 20 cures, 
[add Lam. 1184, 1196], It, Vig., & Euseb., 
confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
particle was lost or removed fr. the same cause 
as the yap at v. 3. 

18. For bwepexwepioccov, I wd now, with 
Ln., Tis., & Al., ed. —oese, fr. BDFG : internal 
evidence confirming slender external authority ; 
inasmuch as the t. rec. was prob. an altern to 
the more «sual form, which, observes Tis., does 
not fluctuate either at iii. 10, or at Eph. iii. 20; 
the form —ows not occurring in N. T. exe. 
here. The reading avrots, however ancient, 
ar as I sags shown, no Seta pol be ae al 
and my judgment is rati y the su 0 
Reiche, Fig has discussed the point at large. 

2]. I wd now, on more mature consideration, 
adopt, with Ln. & Tis. 3, d2 after doxiu., on the 
strong authority of 7 uncials and 50 curss., excl. 
of Lam. 1182, 83%, 85, 86, 90, 91, 96, Scr. h, ], 
m,n, 0. Aoxiud{oures, however strongly at- 
tested, is a mere crit. correcn to ease a harsh 
construcn. 

27. As respects the change of dpxi{w into 
évopx. by Ln. & Tis., fr. ABDE and a few curss. 
[to which I can only add Mus. 16184], évopx. has 
no claim to be preferred on merely the score of 
its rarity, inasmuch as the form is eo rare as to 
occur no where else exc. in a Gr. inscript., 
contained in Boeckh., vol. ii. p. 42, No. 1033, 
and even that of a date long posterior to the age 
of Paul; and prob. the use of the word was 
confined to the ordinary Gr. of common life, 
though well known to the early revisers, who 
might introduce it as to them a plainer reading. 


2 THESSALONIANS. 


I. 8. For rupi royde, Ln., Sch., & Tis. 1 
edd. doy! wrvpds, fr. BDEFG 76, Lam. 1184, 
Mus. 11836, It., Vig., and other verss., with 
several fathers, as Macar., Theod., Theoph., & 
CEcum. But Tis. 2 & 3 has restored wup. @X. 
’ wh. has been retained by Al., and retained and 
defended by myself, Olsh., De Wette, & Reiche, 
which last-mentioned commentator has appro- 
riated nearly the whole of my matter, adding, 
owever, to Exod. iii. 2, Pe. xxix. 7, Isa. xxix. 
6, Ixvi. 15, Dan. vii. 9, Joel ii. 5, also Eccl. 
viii. 10, Sirach viii. 10, xlv. 26, Ps. Salom. xii. 
5. And with Heb. i. 7, fr. Ps. civ. 3, he com- 
ig Lament. ii. 3, rup. pAoya. He might 
ave remarked that the true reading must be 
mw. proyoes, the terminations —or and a being 
not unfrequently confounded by scribes. In 
short, the arguments of internal evidence in 
favour of t. rec. are of so strong a kind as scarcely 
any amount of external authority could overbear. 
See more in my note on Acts vii. 30, where I 
have shown that the true reading is wupi pAo- 
ye, there being the same idiom in both that 


passage and this of Paul, namely, an hypallage, 


whereby the genit. subst. is for the cognate ad- 
jective. I am now inclined to bracket Xprorov 
after "Ine., cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BDE 
KL & 25 curss, [add Lam. 1183, 85, 86, Scr. 
k, 1, m, 0], with several verss. and fathers, con- 
firmed by internal evidence. 

9. 5re8pov, ed. by Ln., fr. A 17, 73 [add 
Lam. 1196], is a mere error of scribes confound- 
ing the terminations —oy & cov, expreseed ab- 
breviatim. 

10. For wieredovery, I have, with Ln., Tis. 
& Al., ed. wiorsicaciy, fr. all the uncials, an 
most curss. of antiquity and weight, excl. of 
Lam. 1182, 83, 86, Scr. h, k, 1, m, n, Mus. 
11836, & Cov. 2 & 4, omd by Mill. The t. rec. 
arose fr. careless inadvertence of scribes, through 
an obscure abbrevn, by wh. oa was taken for ov. 
This view is confirmed by the fact, that nearly 
the very same error was committed by the scribe 
of the uncial A, which MS. has, instead of wic- 
TedoavTEes, Wig TEvovres. 

12. Xprorov after Inc. is abs. fr. BDEJK 
& about 20 cures, [add Lam. 1182, 85, 86, 90, 
96, Ser. g, k, 1, m, n, 0, Mus, 5116, 11836, Cov. 
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2, 3,4, omd by Mill]; and Tis. & Al. hous 
they profess in their vv. lectt. to exclude the 
word, yet retain it in their text, though they 
might better have brackd the word, as does Ln. 
here and supr, v. 8. 


IL. 4. The words we Oedy are abs. fr. ABD & 
10 curss., with the Vlg., Cop., Sah., Acth., Arm., 
& Ar. verss., besides Orig., Apoll., Cyr., & other 
fathers; and they are cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., 
Tis., and Al., with reason, since internal evi- 
dence, weighed aright, as it is after full discussion 
by Reiche, is quite against their authenticity. 

8. ’Ino. after Kiptos is added in ADEFGL4 
& 10 curss., with both the Syr., the Cop., Sah., 
fEth., It., & Vig. verss., and several fathers; 
and it hae been received into the text by Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Tis. 3 (who in ed. 2 had rejected it), 
Liinem., & Al., in deference to whose united suf- 
frage I shd be inclined to admit the word, in 
small print, were it not that my own decision 
against the authenticity of the word has been 
ratified by the judgment of Reiche after a full 
and able examination of the whole matter, which 
is one that rests almost entirely on internal evi- 
dence, though the absence of the word in B (teste 
Maio) not a little strengthens external autho- 
rity for the absence. As to internal, Reiche 
remarks: ‘‘ Re ipsa spectata, nihil erat cause, 
cur A postolus "Incovs addiderit; Christum enim 
Dei Filium, non Deum Patrem, qui e celis 
redux, majestate sua divina resplendens, trium- 

hum de adversariis acturus sit, hic describi, 
ectorum neminem fugere potuit. Vox ‘Iycovs 
male sedulorum scribarum vel scholiastarum in- 
eryrerumare glossema sapit, variis de causis 
additum, et mox in usum dogmaticum versum.” 
In confirmation of his view, the learned pro- 
fessor proceeds to show, from a full examination, 
founded on the minute researches of Geredorf,— 
who attests that in this Epistle Christ is constant] 
called either in full 6 Kip. Ino. Xo., or simply 
& Kdépios,—that accordingly the reading here pre- 
sented 6 Kupios 'Incovs “ nostre Epistole non 
convenit, sed adversatur.” And although such 
a kind of reasoning does not so satisfy my mind 
as to carry any great weight with it, I must regard 
the word as at least so very suspicious as to jus- 
tify placing it in brackets. As to the reading 
dveXei, ed. by Ln., fr. ABC and 10 curss., my 
judgment is that t. rec. dvadwoe: is not to be 
disturbed, inasmuch as dvsAst prob. came by 
crit. correcn fr. the reading in the Sept. 

10. ris before déixias is omd in ABFG 71, 
73, 80 [add Mus.-Cov. passed over by Mill], 
with Orig. & Cyr., Jer. & Damasc.; and it is 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al.: but where external 
authority is so scanty, internal evidence ought 
to be decidedly inst a reading to justify its 
er peneament which, however, is not the case. 

., indeed, thinks that 7 at dmrary gave occa- 
sion for the insertion of rs. But there we 
have not rf at 4wary; and hence the genuine- 
ness of the r7#¢ must be considered solely on its 
own grounds,—though those do not lead to any 
certain determination. Now, since daéi«la isa 
noun wh. admits of being used in its most ab- 
stract sense, it may take the article; and in 
N. T. it often Aas it, as in v. 12, 1 Cor. xiii. 6, 
Rom. ii. 8, Acts i. 18, but it is more frequently 
without it, which is almost constantly the case 
in the Sept.: and indeed the art. admits of 
being dispensed with, as it generally is in the 
ordinary usage of common life, as a collo- 
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quialism. Here, however, the authority for its 
absence: is insufficient to justify ite expunge- 
ment, though not its being pl in brackets. 

11. I still decline receiving wines, both on 
account of the insufficiency of external autho- 
rity for it, and because internal evidence is 
quite in favour of wéuyre:, as has been shown 
by Dr. Chandler and myself, and has recently 
been evinced more at large and very ably by 
Reiche ; who has ascertained the origin of the 
false reading, which, he thinks, was brought in 
by sciolists. 

12, I cannot, any more than Ln., adopt the 
reading dwavrss, ed. by Tis. & Al., on such 
insufficient authority as 4 MSS., AFG 17 [add 
Lam. 11851, Mus.-Cov. 2], not confirmed by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as the a evidently 
arose fr. error of scribe, confounding the abbrevn 
of ov with az, as on other occasions in which 
the reading fluctuates between was & dwar. 
See Mk. v. 40, Lk. vii. 16, xv. 13, xvii. 29, 
xxi. 4, Acts ii. 1, vi. 15, Gal. iii, 28 et al. 

13. For sfAero, I wd now read, with La., 
Tis., & Al., stAavo, fr. ABDEFGL 17, 23, 71, 
and many others, as Tis. opines: but I can only 
find Lam. 1185! & Ser. m; though in otkers the 
@ may be on rasure, or the a may have been 
taken for « by careless scribes. The same cor- 
recn may be employed at Jer. viii. 3 Sept, 
where the Alexn, and a few other ancient MSS., 
have eZAavro ; and still more so at Deut. xxvi. 18, 
in all the copies but a few of the meanest, also 
at 4 Regy. ii. 13, in a few copies. Reiche, I find, 
entirely agrees with me in rejecting the reading 
of Lnu., dwrapyxnyv, which, however it may seem 
to be countenanced by Rom. xvi. 5, 1 Cor. xvi. 
15, & Rev. xiv. 4, dwapyx te Gee, &c., is in- 
admissible, as involving very great : 
while the other is facile and quite suitable to the 
context. The expressions dwapy7s and dwap yap 
are not unfrequently confounded by the scribes; 
and hence the editors have, when, as here, each 
reading yields a sense, been puzzled to decide (as 
for instance in Thucyd. vi. do, 4, Jos. Antt. vii. 
14, 10) which sense is the true one; that, how- 
ever, is, as Reiche has fully evinced, by no 
means the case here. 


III. 3. I still reject the Oeor, ed. by Ln., as 
alike opposed by external and by internal evi- 
dence, Gade being evidently a mere correc of 
critics, to make the present uare with 
a kindred one at 1 Cor. i. 9, x. 13, 1 Theas. v. 
24, unaware, it seems, that 0 Kupios may be 
taken of God the Father, as the ablest exposi- 
tors, ancient & modern, are agreed it ought to 
be here, as indeed plainly ape fr. - ii. 13, 

4. I cannot agree with Ln., Tis., & AL, in 
cancelling bpiv, fr. only BD 17, 67, It. d, ©, & 
the Vlg., Cop., & Arm. verss. It was less likely 
that the word shd have crept into all the copies 
exc. 4, than that in those 4 they were lost by 
inadvertence of scribes. Though they were in the 
text as sap as the age of the Pesch. Syr. vera., 
they were afterwards lost in Vlg. vers. (not, how- 
ever, in all the copies), by being absent fr. a 

copy or two, in which, I suspect, the word 
may have been removed by critics, who th t 
it superfluous, inasmuch as it might be mentally 
supplied fr. the preceding Uuas, and also in order 
to remove a tautol from the same words 
occurring in all the copies at the next verse but 
one. oreover, when we consider how 
much the next words were tampered with, 
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in the Gr. & the Lat. veres., wo may well sup- 
ose the same here. What could have induced 

n. to frame such a text as dpuip, xai irotjoars 
wal wotwetre—xal xwoijoare, I know not. It 
has the worst fault that a text can have, namely, 
that of being formed mainly on conjecture. Yet 
even he retained viv, perhaps on the very 
grounds which have occurred to myself. 

6. nc after Kuplov is cancd a Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. only BD!E, and the insufficiency of ex- 
ternal testimony is not compensated by internal 
evidence in favour of its absence, since in so few 
copies it was very likely to be lost by careless- 
ness of scribes, or expunged by rash critics in 
order to prevent an accumulation of pronouns. 
At the end of the verse the MSS. fluctuate be- 
tween wapidafis (the t. rec.), waptAaBov, wap- 
eXaBocay, & tkafocay. Schott. & Scholz edit 
wapétafov, Gr., Tis., & Al. wapsAaBooap, 
Ln. wapeAGBere. The reading rapéAaBe may 
have arisen from an abbreviation of wape\a- 
Bere, for which there is weighty authority, 
namely, BFG & 3 curss., but it seems to have 
arisen from a correcn of mapéaBov, made by 
some half-learned critic, who stumbled at the 
plur., as referred to the sing. ddsAgdy, not 
aware that, as wayrds is associated with it, it 
ey be taken ically for révrewv adsh omy, 
and s0 admit of a plur. being applied to it. Iap- 
sAaBere seems itself to have been another 
correcn, proceeding from the same class of per- 
sons. As to what was the original reading, I 
am, on more mature consideration, indu to 
reject rape aBocay, as resting on such scanty 
authority as only BD! & Basil, which, I sus- 
pect, with Reiche, came fr. Alexn scribes accus- 
tomed to the Alexn form. In fact, the view 
taken by Tis. & Al., and hitherto by myself, of 
this form generally, seems to reat on too in- 
secure a foundation to justify its adoption, as 
will appear from the following able remarks of 
Reiche: “ Formam hanc (sc. wapsA aBocay) in 
hoc verbo aliisque in dialecto «ow, universo 
Hellenistice fundamento, receptum fuisse, mi- 
nime argumentis firmis evictum est ; imo potius 
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longe major pars libroram MSS. N. & V. Test., 
contra stant. Certe N. T. auctores istam scri- 
bendi consuetudinem habuisee, inde non proba- 
tur, quod libri e fabrica Alexandrinorum oriundi 
orthographiam /Egyptiorum propriam sequun- 
tur.” I have only to add, that wapé\ ao» rests 
on the weighty authority of D® & 3, EKL and 
about 25 curss., excl. of all the Lam. MSS., 
nearly all the Scr., besides Mus. 11836, together 
with many verss. & fathers, and is confirmed by 
internal evidence. 

12. I am atill of the same opinion as to the 

ference due to the t. rec., 6:a@ rov Kupiov, over 

y tw Kuplw (adopted by Ln., Tis. 3, & Al.), 
grounding it on the reasons I have already alleged, 
and which have been adopted and er deve- 
loped by Reiche, who sume up the discussion by 
the remark, that the reading d:a rov Kuptov is 
preferable, because it is, as he shows, “in ob- 
testatione et exhortatione Paulo solennius et 
familiarius.” Comp. Rom. xv. 30, wapaxare 
bu. did rou Kuplov, but here the obtest. 
stronger than there. He agrees with me, that 
iy tw Kuplp was & mere correcn suggested by 
1 Thess. iv. 1. 

13. For éx«xax., I wd now read, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., éy«. (or rather éyxax.), fr. ABD et 
al., for reasons wh. will appear fr. note on 2 Cor. 
iv. 16, Gal. vi. 9, Eb ii. 13. 

16. That Ln. (folld by Tis. 1) shd have ed. 
rowy, fr. only ADFG 17, 49, It. & Vig. verss., 
is marvellous. The critics seem to have stum- 
bled at the t. rec. on the grounds pointed out by 
ene though, as he remarks, Pe rec, sensum 

um et congruum parit; q. d. exop- 
fats a Deo pam pat sends, h. Small as 
tempore omnieque generis, et internam, domes- 
ticam in ecclesia, ne internis turbetur dissen- 
sionibus, et externam, a gentilium calumniis et 
persecutionibus securitatem.” However, the 
reading +éaw may have partly owed its exist- 


ence to éy, wh. might suggest téww, for good 
of dy, 


Grecism wd have required the absence 
wh. arose fr. the Hellenistic idiom. 


1 TIMOTHY. 


I. 2. The Ist yucy is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ADJE1G and about !0 curss., It. 
Vig., & Cop. verss., Orig. But the external 
authority is insufficient, and is not confirmed by 
internal evidence, it being less likely that the 
word shd have been inserted in all the copies exc. 
a comparatively few, to match the subsequent 
Huey, or for conformity to Rom. i. 1, 1 Cor. 
i. 3, 2 Cor. i. 2, Eph. i. 2, Phil. i. 2, Col. i. 2, 
] Thess. i. 1, 2 Thess. i. 1 & 2, than expunged 
in those few in order to remove tautology, & sug- 

by a reminiscence of 2 Tim.i. 2, elp. aad 
sou warpds xai Xp. *Ino., Tit. i. 4, and Gal. 
i. 3, to wh. passages the revisers chose to con- 
form this of 1 Tim. In the last of those ra 
}yucov is in some copies found transposed fr. 
Kuptov to Ilarpds. Hence itis plain that there 
the critics stumbled at the repetition of jueav, 
wh., indeed, is so rare as to occur, I believe, no 
where else; which circumstance ought to have 
prevented it fr. being excluded. 


4, On further consideration, as to the much- 
debated question of reading, I am more de- 
cidedly of opinion that olxovouiay is the true 
reading, and olxodou/ay a mere error of ancient 
scribes, who copying fr. uncials, or semi-uncial 
MSS., might easily confound A & N, into which 
error they might more easily fall, since the use 
of olxod., to denote Christian edification, must 
have been well known to them fr. Rom. xiv. 10, 
xv. 2, Eph. iv. 12, 16,19, 1 Cor. xiv. 5 et al. ; 
nay, it so happened that the word thus altered 
yielded as good a sense as the others, and one 
more generally intelligible—as good a sense, I 
mean, tn itself. though by no means 80 suitable 
to the conteat as scove alae dcitable, I say, 
when rightly understood by the application of an 
enlightened eregesis (see my note and that of 
Al., more particularly the interprn of Est., cited 
by me); though from its bearing a sense some- 
what recondite, and of doubtful interpretation, 
it was likely to occasion the introducing of one 
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plainer and more correspondent to the Apostle’s 
ordinary style. The obscurity and dubiety are 
occasioned not so much by olxovoulay being of 
doubtful interpretation, as by the use of the 
figure , in reference to the verb wap- 
éxovor, whereby a verb placed once is to be un- 
derstood as if written twice, by being understood 
in sensu dispari; the occurrence of which is, 
however, by no means so common as Al. avers. 
The most apposite example that I am able to 
adduce is, Thucyd. iii. 14, xai ph -wpdnobs 
yuac—aperiay Ewacw dwoovras Ett dé Kot- 
vorépay thy BrAaBny el, &c., where the zeugma 
may be developed thus, ‘ who must yield a bene- 
fit, but impart an injury.’ Here, however, there 
is a certain anomaly, owing to the zeugma not 
being, as it ought to be, employed in two 
clausule of a sentence, but confined to one; 
though zaAXov 4 may here be taken as standing 
for xal ob (comp. 2 Cor. ii. 7, mai ob waddAoyv). 
Reiche, indeed, protests against this resorting to 
the use of the zeugma here: but stronger ob- 
jections lie against his reeorting to the parono- 
masta here, though employed elsewhere by the 
Apostle. 

13. The we after dyra, inserted by Ln., fr. 
only A & 73, came fr. a echol., or was suggested 
by a Lat. copy. Just after, I wd read dAAd, fr. 
ADFGL and many curss., excl. of all the Lam. 
& Scr., & Mus. 5116, 16184, 19288, & Cov. 2, 
5, omd by Mill. For roy, I am now inclined 
to read vd, fr. ABCD and 10 curss, Cyr., & 
Chrys., confirmed by internal evidence, inas- 


much as +d was more likely to be altered to’ 


dv in order to help the construcn, than the 
véy to ro, a construcn which occurs only once 
elsewh. in N. T. 

17. Lopes after ucve is cancd by Gr., Sch., 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ADJEFG 37, 179, It., Vig., 
Pes. Syr., Cop., Sah., ASth., & Arm., Eus., 
Cyr., & Theod.: and Al. supposes the word to 
be derived fr. Rom. vi. 27: or, others say, fr. 
Jude 25; though there the MSS. alike vary, 
ABC and 15 curss. being without coms; and 

et of its genuineness in both passages there is 
ittle reasonable doubt, as has, I trust, been 
shown satisfactorily by myself, and esp. by 
Reiche, to whose elaborate discussion at | 
of the much-agitated question, I can do little 
more than refer my readers. Suffice it to say, 
that the internal evidence apes | the genuine- 
ness of the reading has been not a little strength- 
ened by the learned professor, esp. on the 
ground of pdve cope Oew being, as he evinces, 
in reality the more difficult reading; while the 
shorter, xcvw 8ew, can furnish no ground for 
stumbling, if at Jeast taken aright, and, as I 
have shown, as it ought. As to the expression 
pov cody, it is, as Reiche shows, not repug- 
nant to pure Greek idiom, nor wholly unknown 
to use, adv. being taken as put car’ éfoxny, of 
which he adduces exx., the most apposite of 
which is one fr. Themist., Orat. i., where, speak- 
ing of the Muses, he says, that ovdenia aitay 
déyavaxrei wpds Tas GAXas, STs wh Movyn copy 
dori. Still more apposite, however, is the 
e of Antiphanes, adduced by me, where 
Lave is characterized as a Being, ds ovo (pre- 
eminently such), Ovnrots dyas thy ToApaD, 
i i re-eminent incentive to 


origin, and in which, too, as Reiche remarks, 
major in Noy. Test. textu tractando obtinuit 
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licentia’’) many more probable causea may be 
imagined for the omission or the of 
codw than for its insertion, yet I am still of 
opinion that doctrinal reasons concurred not a 
little in inducing some Alexn critics of the 
Arian sect to expunge the word, notwithstand- 
ing that, if rightly explained, it could not, I 
agree with Reiche, either help or harm the 
cause, either of the orthodox or heterodox school 
in particular. Nevertheless, as Reiche sub- 
joins, “ vox code prout vey et intelli- 
geretur wramque partem (party) impedire et 
offendere, atqye ad eam eliminandam aptticitane 
potuit,” 


II. 6. I have already shown at large, that 
neither of the varr. lectt. on this verse, esp. the 
omission of the napriép. adopted by Lan., can be 
admitted: and I have pointed out how they each 
of them arose; whence it is evident that the 
suspicion of Bp. Middl., as to the genuineness 
of the whole clause, was quite nnlieee 

7. The words évy Xpiores after AXdyee are abs. 
fr. ADJFG &, as Reiche reckons, 29 curss. 
{add Lam. 1184, 96, Scr. n, Mus. 5116, & Cov. 
3, omd by Mill}, together with the Syr., It., Vig., 
Cop., Sah., & Aéth. verss., and some fathers, as 
Chrys., Theoph., & GEcum. They were rejected 
as interpolated fr. Rom. ix. 1, by Est., Mill, & 
ae ee and caned by Gries., Sch., Ln., Tis., 
& Al., in deference to whose judgment, and 
in consideration of internal evidence being quite 
against their authority, I wd now exclude them. 

8. For d:adoytopou, Tis. & Al. read —pésp, 
fr. FG 17, 673, 73, 80, 8 pet., and, Tis. says, 
upwards of 15 curss, [ada Lam. 1182, 

us. 5116], together with the Syr. & Cop. 
verss., Orig., Eus., Mac., Bas., Dam., & Theod. : 
and Al. supposes t. rec. to be a mere correcn 
fr. Lk. ix. 46, 47, where alone the sing. elsewh. 
occurs. But that view is rejected, and the t. 
rec. retained by Ln., and defended by De 
Wette & Huther, as formerly by Mill & g- 
For my own part, I have simply retained d:a- 
Aoyicpnov, without entering into the debated 
question. Having now revolved the sub- 
ject in my mind, with the valuable aid of 

eiche's Varna vad discussions, I perceive that 
I was quite justified in not prefixing a mark of 
doubt to édsaroyiopov. I quite agree with 
Reiche, that though the Apostle might with 
propriety have written d:aXoy:opep, as bei 
equally suitable, and perhape more usual 

repicuous, yet that he gave the preference to 
tadoy:opou “quia et prope dpy7s strgularis 
é:adoytopuou aptior est, et quia non de singulis 
cogitationibus consiliisque, sed de universo 
animi affectu, sentiendi cogitandique ratione, 
loquitur.” Moreover, I suspect, with Reiche, 
that the plural was substituted by revisers, who 
saw that the word d:aAoy. was in the sacred 
Scriptures almost entirely used in the plaral 
number, exc. indeed only in Lk. ix. 46 sq. 
. Tho xai after woaur. is cancd by Ia, fr. 
A 71, Clem., & Orig.; but it arose fr. inad- 
vertence of scribe, such as is freq. in a con- 
strucn like this. The rde before yuvai«. is 
also cancd by Ln., with Tis. & Al., fr. ADFG 
673, 71, 73, pet. 8, Clem., & Orig. But the 
curss. are only such as usually go with those 
uncials; and the rds was quite as likely to be 
inadvertently omd by scribes (like the «ai pre- 
ceding), a8 to be tnserted in order to suit root 
avépas above, as Al, supposes. 
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For 4 before ypvow, Lnu., Tis., & Al. read 
«ai, fr. ADFG and some curss., in which, how- 
ever, it came prob. only by error of scribes, such 
as is frequent in a construcn like this. See m 
note on Mk. x. 38, where xpuol@ for ypvow, 
ed. by Ln., fr. AFG and some curas., prob. arose 
fr. a schol., founded on a wrong view of the con- 
strucn,—as will appear fr. my note,—prob. sug- 
gested by I Pet. iii. 3, where there is no fluctua- 
tion of reading, such as occurs in Rev. xvi. 4, 
xviii. 16; though dhere ypvaig is, as I havo 
shown, the true reading. 

12. The reading of Ln., é:2. dd yus., fr. AD 
FG and 10 curss. [add Mus. S116, & Cov. 3, 
omd by Mill), is a mere crit. altern of order sug- 
pegs by the Lat. veres., and suitable to the 

t. idiom, but not the Gk., esp. that of Paul. 

14. For awar., itaw. is ed. by Ln., Tis., & 
AL, fr. ADFG and 10 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 
& Mus. 5116, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill], with 
Bas. & Chrys.,—insufficient authority, and not 
compen by internal evidence decidedly in 
favour. Al., indeed, admits that “crit. con- 
siderations are somewhat uncertain.” So they 

erally are; but since there is less difficulty 
in soaps éfawar. to be a crit. correcn from 
Rom. vii. I1, & 2 Cor. xi. 3, than in supposin 
dwar. to be a correcn to suit dwar. above; an 
because external authority is very superior for 
dwart., that circumstance cannot but turn the 
scale in favour of t. rec. 


III. 3. After ut wAha., Lo., Tis, & Al. 
cancel ut) aloypoxepéy, fr. all the uncials and 
about 40 curss. [add Scr. n). That the words 
came fr. the lel of Tit. i. 11 can 
hardly be doubted, and it is confirmed by the 
fact, that in a few curss., as 61 & Ser. o here, 
are added to the words nH wALovéxrny, 
which were suggested by 1 Cor. v. 10, rote 
ichncager eid 4 dpwatcev, perhaps contained in a 

. schol. 

16. On a further and more mature considera- 
tion of the much-agitated question as to the true 
reading of the disputed term @eds, with the ad- 
van of a lengthened statement of the mate- 
Fiale for judgment, and an elaborate discussion 
of the evidence for and against, external and in- 
ternal, by Prof. Reiche, together with some able 
remarks by Al.—all duly weighed—I am in- 
duced to take a view somewhat differing from 
that which I had heretofore entertained. In the 
first place I must own that I find, on close exa- 
mination, the external authority for S¢ not 80 
slender as I had supposed, its amount being, 
according to the extensive researches of Tis. Li 
& esp. Reiche, AC!F (teste Scriv.)G and 3 
euras., 17, 73, 181, to wh. Tischendorf adds the 
MSS. mentioned by Liberatus & Victor (both of 
the 6th century), and Hincmar of the 9th cen- 
tury, who gh Macedonius with introducing 
@ads (Reiche, however, has shown, after Bp. 
Pearson, Expos. Symb. Apost., p. 226, & Pfaff., 
Diss. de Evangeliis sub Anastasio Imper. ‘non 
corrupts, that this whole story, ‘ab aliis aliter 
exornata,’ is to be ranked with similar fables, 
‘de Sacr. maak locis ab hereticis corruptis’], 
besides the Cod. Sah. & Goth., and, of fathers, 
Cyril, Theod. Mope., Epiph., & Theodor. As 
respects the testimony of fathers for Oecs, an 
imposing array has been made by Mattheai & 
others; yet this, when carefully sifted, as it has 
been by Reiche, has been found more or less 
uncortain,—and at any rate cannot be deemed of 
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so much weight, as it has been supposed, to 
strengthen the external evidence—not to say 
that were that otherwise, considerations of in- 
ternal evidence are of equal weight with external 
in settling a question of this kind. And here 
the elaborate discussions of Reiche may be 
thought to go far towards evincing that internal 
evidence, weighed in a just balance, turns rather 
in favour of ds. 


IV. 12 The words éy wvedua7: are abs. in AC 
DFG and 8 curss., together with the Syr., It., Vzg., 
ZEth., Cop., & Arm. veres., besides all the Lat. 
fathers (who cite the ), and, of Gr. fathers, 
Clem., Strom. iv. 608, & Chrys. thrice—weighty 
testimony against their genuineness, & somewhat 
confirmed OF. internal evidence, inasmuch as 
the words were very likely to be added by crit. 
revisers, for the reason suggested by Reiche, 
Accordingly, I am now disposed to exclude them, 
and still more éy at 15, on nearly as weigh 
external authority, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, namely, as yielding a more suitable sense 
as applied to persons (and so the Pesch. Syr. & 
Vig. verses. take waorw), since, as observes 
Reiche, ‘“‘ maxime erat momenti Timotheum se 
exhibere exemplar omnibus, et Ecclesie sociis 
et exteris.” How éy came to be obtruded, I 
have already pointed out. 


V. 4. The words caddy xai are cancd by Gr., 
Matt., Schott., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. all the 
uncials and nearly 40 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
84, 86, 96, Ser. f, g, h, k,1, nJ, confirmed by 
internal evidence. Hence I have single-brackd 
and might have double-brackd the words, as prob. 
ineerted fr. the parallel passage at ii. 2. 

8. The 2d rep is absent fr. ADFG, and cancd 
by Lun.; but wrongly, since it was merely passed 
over by inadvertence of scribes, or removed by 
shallow critics as superfluous, through ignorance 
of the force of the article. For wrpovoei, I find 
®povoetra: in Mus.-Cov. 2 (omd by Mill), as 
well as in DFGK & 117, but it was a correcr to 
the more usual, and indeed more correct, depo- 
nent form, occg in Jos. Ant. ix. 1, 1, Sext. 
Emp. p. 104, & elsewhere in N. T. The active 
form, as found in Sept. at Job xxiv. 15, Wiad. vi. 
7, & Philo-Jud., was, in a great degree, an Alexn 
& Hellenistic idiom, though it occurs also in 
Xen. Cyr. viii. 1, 1, Lucian Phal. i. 3, wpos. 
Tov yepdvteay, Strabo, L. v. p. 235, Epict. 
Diss. 11. 14, 11, wp. ri» Siwy. As to the act, 
id pocapet folld by genié., it was prob. an idiom 
of the ordinary Gr. of common life, and hence it 
was not rejected by Xenoph., and used by Epict, 
& Strabo, Lucian, and even Philo. 

1]. For caracrpnvidoweor, Ln., ed. 1, Tis., & 
Al. read —covow, fr. AFG 31. But Ln., ed, 
2, restored —cwovy, rightly, since although in- 
ternal evidence may seem in favour of the rare 
form Srayv, folld by fut. ind., yet w & ov are so 
perpetually confounded in all those 4 MSS., 
that here —ovo: doubtless arose fr. error of 
scribe. The same error recurs at v. 16 in FG 
and the ancient Magd. 1, also in Lam. 1185), 
(which escaped the notice even of Mr. Scriv.), 
—a copy abounding with itacisms and permuta- 
tions of vowels and diphthongs cognate. 

16. The words w:ords 4 are abs. fr. ACFG 
17, 47, 137, Cop., Arm., & the oldest copies of 
the Vlg., and were cancd by Ln. & Huther, but 
wrongly, as has been evinced by De Wette, 
Matthwzi, Reiche, & myself. The words were, 
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however, not lost, as Al. supposes, by homeoteln, 
but purposely removed by critics, who so often 
cut down a longer to a shorter reading, and were 
here the more induced to do so as, says Reiche, 
“ob verbi gyas singularem numerum, qui vero 
ne apud Grecos quidem auctores, nedum in 
po uleri N. T. sermone, ue offendere potest.” 
1. Iam now disposed to -bracket Ku- 
plov, since internal evidence compensates some- 
what slender external, considering that, as Reiche 
remarks, “ vero similius est Kupiov, ut in locis 
similibus, 1 Thess. i. 1, 2 Tim. iv. 1, sertus addé- 
tem esse, fortasse e 2 Tim. iv. 22, vel locis simi- 
libus frequenter obviis, ubi plenior phrasis occur- 
rit, quam omtssum a scribis, respectu forte habito 
locorum, ubi est Xarorou Inc. sine Kuplou, ut 
2 Tim. ii. 14." But if Kvpsoe be decided to be 
an interpolation, we are enabled to decide as to the 
subsequent var. lect., where internal evidence, of 
itself in favour of Xp. "Ina. (ed. b 
Al.) is much confirmed by seeing how the order 
of the words came to be altered (as perpetually 
eleewhere), namely, fr. the connexion of the 
words, since, as Reiche observes, we never find 
Kup. Xpiorov I yo. occurring in Paul’s writings, 
but we also find constantly in the MSS., Kuo. 
"Ino. Xp., wh. of itself might seem more suit- 
able. Consequently thoee who inserted Kupiov 
brought in the more usual Kup. ’Ino. Xp. 


VI. 5. On farther and more mature consi- 
deration of the much-debated matter of reading 
here, I am now induced to adopt, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., dawap., fr. ADFGL and nearly 36 
curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 84, 86, Ser. g, h, k, 
m, n, o, Mus. 5116, 11836, 19288, & Cov. 5, 
edd. Compl., Ald., Haultin, Steph. i. 2, et al., 
together with Clem. Alex., Bas., rys. 
Theod., & other fathers, confirmed by internal 
evidence, if weighed in a just balance, as it has 
been, and the connexion with the context fully 
scanned, as it is by Reiche, who is justified in draw- 
ing the inference : ‘‘ Ergo tnlerna quoque bonttate 
lectio dsawap. preeetat vulgari.” Moreover, to it- 
ternal ‘bonttas,' as regards suitability of sense, we 
may add that arising from pen Grecism, in- 
asmauch as no good proof has been adduced that 
the werd wapadi:arpiBy ever existed: for as to 
the ge of Aristen., Epist. i. 3,» wapadia- 
apibh it is corrupt, and the true reading is, 
as the learned Mercer su 
TptBh, which is confirm 


ses, » Waca d:a- 
y Plato, p. 177, E, 
wepl A:édvucov—nraca 9 dtaTroi By. Whereas 
the existence of d:awap. is attested by the 
sli Ge ory Cyrill., Suid., Hesych., & Zona- 
ras, all prob. derived fr. the ancient Gloss@ Sa- 
cr@, as those fr. the earliest schol. See the 
Gloses Pauline, p. 83, in the Gloss. Grec. mi- 
nores ed. at Moscow by Matthei. It is in vain 
that Reiche half recommenda, in order to get 
rid of a difficulty, wh. really ie only imaginary, 
that we should read fr. Matthei & in marg., 6c’ 
& waparptBai, wh. he pronounces quite suit- 
able to the context. But crit. conjectures—and 
thie, however ingenious, is no more—may be 
expected to be such. And this lies open to the 
objection that it involves what is harsh and 
forced, and requires the supplying of the verb 
aloi, where it wd spoil the construcn. As to the 
obsoleteness wh. Reiche imputes to the word, it 
does not exist. It seems to have been a term of 
the later Gr., and perhaps of Asiatic dialect. 
The words dpicraco awd to10bTwy are cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ADIFG 17, 673, 93, It., 


Ln., Tia, & pe 


V. 21—VI. /f 


Vig., Goth., Sah., & JEZth. verss., but without 
sufficient reason, since external testimony is, as 
Reiche shows, very insufficient; and as to the 
verss., they are overbalanced in weight by both 
the Syr. verss., with the Arab. and Arm., 
strengthened by the Gr. fathers, such at least as 
cite them. Jnternal evidence in their favour is, 
as Reiche shows, very strong, and I may add the 
remark, that an injunction of such grave earnest- 
ness as the words present, is here in a place the 
most suitable. The editors who expunged the 
words, prob. regarded them as interpolated fr. a 
similar passage, Rom. xvi. 17, & 2 Tim. iii. 5, 
but Reiche truly observes that this is very im- 

robable, “quia a nostro loco insigniter differunt.” 

he cause of their omission in those seven copies 
prob. was, as Reiche suggests, “ quod orationis 
nexum turbare videntur, cum de evoeBsia, jam 
vs. 5, ineunte memorata, postea vs. 6, Ap. loqui 
rgit.” Whereas for their insertion in all 
the copies but 7, no good reason can be ima- 


ned. 

. 7. AnXopv before Sri, omd in D! FG, is marked 
as very doubtful by Griesb., and cancd by La. & 
Al.; but is retained by Tis. 2 & 3, and all the 
other editors ; nor has any crit. commentator ap- 
roved of its expungement. See De Wette. 
xzternal testimony in its favour is as strong as 
can well be, namely, all the MSS. exc. 4, or 
rather 3, since FG are double copies of the same 
original—all the verss., exc. the Cop., Sah., & 
/Eth. ; and there is no reason to think that they 
had not the words in their Gr. copies—besides 
all the fathers who had occasion to cite the verse, 
as Basil, Macar., Chrys., & Damasc., also the 
Gr. commentators, Theoph., Theod., & G&cum. 
And internal evidence, if weighed in a just 
balance, is quite in its favour. Al., indeed, 
maintains that é7Aoyv or dAnOie, as in D, mani- 
festly sprung fr. the difficulty of the shorter and 
original construcn. But that such a correcn of 
construcn, which, however, does not remove the 
difficulty, shd have got into all the copies exe. 
3, and even into the Syr., Vig., & It. verss., is 
incredible. Even Al. admits that the sr:, thus 
left by iteelf, is not without its difficulty, and 
nires a very harsh ellip. to make any sense; 
and thus a sentiment arises (seo Al.) very forced, 
and which is unsuited to the context, where 
ratiocination wd be out of place; and hence the 
sense laid down by other expositors, ‘ because we 
can take nothing away, therefore neither do we 
bring any thing in,’ is quite inadmissible. Nes- 
ther sentiment is such as has any coherence with 
the context, as Reiche shows at large; and he 

further remarks, that the Apostle bere simpl 
enunciates what is said, as if a self-evident rath 
known to every one, ‘et nihil noe asportasse in 
mundum, e¢ nihil deportaturos esse,”—as much 
as to say, that the latter is equally certain as the 
former; in other words: ‘ Plane eadem enim 
conditione et statu morimur, quo nascimur, 
nempe rebus omnibus externis exuti, nudi et 
orbi.” Comp. Job i. 21, & Eccles. v. 15, evi- 
dently farted on the above, and both prob. pre- 
sent to the mind of the Apostle. Reiche com- 
a similar use of d#Xop oT: tn enunciationt- 
at Gal. iii. 11 (where in these same MS& 
FG, 87 oy is likewise expunged), also st 1 Cor. 
xv. 27. He adds that this formula ] 
éjXov [éoriv] S71 was familiar to Paul (as it is 
also to the class. writers); and he re- 
marks that the removal of é7Aov here came ff. 
petty critics who, supposing (exactly as Al.) that 
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éHAow brings in ratiocintum legitimum, did not 
understand how one could rightly come in 
uence fr. the other. 

1. For xpacdrnyra, Tis. & Al. ed. rpauwa- 
Ostav, fr. AFG 71, 137, 8 pet., Hesych., Ignat. 
ad Trall. 8, ryv wpaur. advaXdaBovres [I add 
Phot. Bibl., p. 160], aleo Epbr. Syr., tom. i. 
p. 243, also wpavwabées in Phil. T. i., Re 547, 
and wpavwabye in Basil. It is posstble that 
wpavwrd®. was the original reading, but external 
testimony as to MSS. is insufficient; and though 
that of fathers seems of some weight, yet whe- 
ther Ignat. had allusion to this passage is ad- 
mitted to be doubtful; and the passages of 
Petrus, Eph. Syr. (wh. I cannot find according 
to the reference), and Photius, require to be 
carefully sifted. As to Hesyck., the gloss there 
presented may have reference to Phslo, whose 
use of the word does not make its use kere more 
probable, esp. considering that it never occurs 
In the Sept., and the A d, least of 
all, could be expected in an Epistle such as the 
present, and a context like this, in which the 
term wd be one far too philosophical, and re- 
moved from simplicity, to suit the grave but 
plain earnestness of religious injunction. 

13. As ts the reading {esoyor. ed. b 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ADFG and 6 curss., wit 
Athan., Cyril, & others, Iam, on more mature 
consideration, induced to more decidedly reject it, 
however specious it may be. The frequent use 
of Ywoyow. by the class. writers may rather in- 
duce us to regard it here as pki 2 in by crit. 
correcn of revisers. As to its use by the fathers, 
so confidently urged for it, that may have been, 
as Reiche says, done for the purpose of suiting 
their readers. Hence, I still retain {wow., wh. 
that Paul here wrote Reiche is induced to 
believe, ‘‘cum quod constanter rem, de qua hic 
cogitat, nempe fiwuram hominum mortuorum ad 
otam restitutionem, quacum rerum universarum 
instauratio conjuncta erit, verbo {womoeiv, et 
synonymis «ri(aiv, xan xviots, Nunquam 
vero v. (woyovety enunciat, tum quod omnino 
pki Hellenistis familiarius est, quam 

worvyovety.” 

17. For év before ro Oew, Beng. approved, 
and Ln. has ed. éwi, fr. ADFG and nearly 15 
curss, [add Lam. 1182, 86, Mus.-Cov. 2], with 
Ore.» Chrys. 2, Damasc., Theod. ; but internal 
evidence is against its reception, since it was 
evidently a mere correcn to adapt the antitheton 
more exactly to the foregoing expression, iwi 
®rovrou aénAéryrt, by critics who were un- 
aware that, as Reiche remarks, Paul ‘‘ haud raro 
uni verbo substantiva varia cum variis prepo- 
sitionibus, etiam preepositionem potestate non 
admodum diversa, conjungere.” However, the 
change to éwi was chiefly occasioned by remi- 
niscence of the kindred passage supr. iv. 10 
(where FG read, as here, éAwi{ecv, 2 correcn for 
greater plainness), and from which Ln., Tis., 
& Al suppose it to have been interpolated, 
and have cancd it, fr. only AFG, together with 
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the Cop., Sah., Aith., & Arm., and the most 
ancient copies of the Vlg., as also Orig., Chrys., 
& other fathers: and the removal is approved 
by Beng, Matth., & De Wette, but defended 
by Rinck, whose arguments are, however, fully 
met by Reiche, on the score of great suspicion 
that the words were introduced from that pas- 
sage. But the grounds on which he founds his 
view are not sufficient to constitute any full sus- 
picion, since it is quite as possible that the words 
may have been lost by carelessness of scribes, 
owing to homeeotel., in order to remove a flaw in 
composition by the two participles being brought 
together. 


— For wiovc. wayra, I have ed., with 
Matt., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., wavra wi., fr. 
all the uncials & the curss. of any great anti- 

uity and weight, excl. of all the Lam. & Scr. 
M ., and such Mus. copies as I have collated, 
confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
change of position was likely to be made by 
crit. revisers for perspicuity, though the order in 
the text that I have adopted promotes intensity 
of sense, q. d. Who bestoweth on us all things, 
and that "Sous tifully. for enjoyment; i. e. not 
merely for keeping life and soul together, but 
&c. Thea prefixed to ele dwoAavowy by Ln., 
fr. A and 5 curss., prob. came fr. a schol. or a 
Lat. vers., to supply a fancied ellipsis. 

19. For alwviov, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read dvrws, fr. ADEFG and 8 or 9 curss., toge- 
ther with many verss. (including the Pesch. 
Syr.), and several Gr. fathers, confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence if weighed aright; as it is by 
Reiche, and indeed by myself in summing u 
the evidence, ‘‘in utramque partem disputans,” 
as Reiche expresses it, and deciding that as it is 
much in Paul’s manner, at least in this Epistle 
(so Reiche: ‘ab epistole nostra stilo non alie- 
num esse, loca ostendunt,” supr. v. 3, 5, 16, 1 dv- 
Twe x7pa, with wh. comp. 7 hae aly Matt. vi. 
19), so it prob. came fr. the hand of the Apostle. 
That I did not introduce it into my text was 
only from inadvertence. The t. rec. was prob, 
derived fr. the iwi:AaB. THe alwviou (wis supr. 
v.12. As respects the philosophic character of 
the expression, wh. has been thought to savour 
of Philo, or Clem. Alex., it is well observed by 
Reiche, that “non tantum philosophorum sed 
communi usu adhibetur, nec Hellenisticis incog- 
nitum est.” Comp. Mk. xi. 32, Sap. xvii. 4, 
Sirach xxix. 14, Jos. Ant. xv. 35, Test. xii. 
Patr. p. 649. I wd add that the genuineness of 
durws is attested by the allusion involved in the 
metaphor at OsuéArov just before, wh. the an- 
cient fathers agree in referring to the immove- 
able solidity of the reward conveyed by the ex- 
pression 4) dyrws (w7. Comp. Lk. xvi. Ll, 7d 
&\nO.vdy, the only true and real, as being the 
only substantial riches, all other being a vain 


20. I have here, with the recent editors, 
ceived wapa0yxny, for reasons wh. will ap 
fr. note on the parallel passage of 2 Tim. i. 
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2 TIMOTHY. 


I. 5. For ae racer Tis. 3 adopts Aafa», 
fr. ACF 17, 31, 78, pet. 8 But he had better 
have retained t. rec., since AaBa» seems a mere 
crit. correcn made by a misunderstanding of the 
construcn, it being supposed that this participle 
is dependent on the nearer participle yeuynpe- 
vos, whereas it is to be referred to the more re- 
mote éw:7oGey, though not as dependent on it, 
but as placed in apposition with it, as Al. well 


ints out. Evvixy, wh. I have ed., for Elz. 
bysixn, rests on the authority of all the uncials, 
and nearly all the curss. of any weight, and 


where it does occur it only arose from itaciem. 

14. I have both here and at the parallel pas- 

e of 1 Tim. vi, 11, ed. wapabsxny, fr. nearly 
all the uncials and all the most ancient and 
weighty curss., confirmed by internal evidence, 
fr. the t. rec. being, as has been shown by my- 
self & Reiche (by reference to Meris & Ph 4 
the Attic and pure Gr. form, wh. here displaced 
the common-Gr. and Hellenistic form, which is 
frequently used by Jos. & Philo. 

15. Whether ®uyeAos has been rightly ed. b 
Ln., Tie., & Al., fr. CDEFGKL and seve 
curss., may be doubted, the MSS. which attest 
it being of a class wh. usually convert double 
consonants into single. The most ancient docu- 
ment extant, A, presents the AA, as does the 
most ancient father, Orig. 

- I am inclined to read éwa:cytv6n, fr. 
EFGL and 15 cures. [add Lam. 1184, 85, 96, 
Scr. f, k, m, oJ, internal evidence confirming 
external, since t. rec. seems a mere correcn of 
the single-augmented Alexn & Hellenistic, into 
the double-augmented pure Greek. 

17. owovdaiwe in CDFG 17, 673, Orig., & 

, 8eems a mere correcn of critics, not under- 
standing the force of the compar., wh. denotes 
very as applied to the positive, 


IL. 3, For od otv xaxowdO., Ln., Tis , & Al. 
ed. ovyx. (or, as Tis. 3, cvyxax.), fr. ACDEFG 
and 4 curss., together with the later Syr. (marg.), 
It., Vig., Cop., & Arm. verses. But internal 
evidence is against the reading, from its being 
far less probable that t. rec. arose fr. critics 
accommodating the turn of the injunction to 
that supr. i. 8, than that the reading proposed to 
supply its place arose fr. some critics who, 
stumbling at the tautology at ov obv, excluded 
the ody in order to remove it; while others, to 
do the thing more effectually, altered the od 
into obv, having in mind cuyxaxowaOnooy at 
v. 8, to carry out which emendn, the crit. re- 
viser of D! & E (those copies being almost like 
FG, fellow-copies of the same original) wrote 
ouvert paTiwr7ys, in order further to develope the 
metaphor. To this view of the origin of the 
reading in those uncials Reiche accedes, and con- 
cludes by subjoining the following remark : ‘‘ Ce- 
terum temere t. rec. ob pregressum ov ob» v. 1, 
quo repetito v. 3, oratio languescat, sollicitata 
est; namque versu 3 resumitur alloquium ob ody, 
quo se ad Timotheum vertit Apostolus. In 
tterato autem alloguio od ody non exigua est vis 
oratoria ;” not unlike, 1 wd add, some turns in 


Demosth. In short, t. rec. is demanded by the 
remarkably similar example of the axaphora 
pointed out by Beng., whereby it is intimated 
that Timothy ad alsora vocatur. Another and 

et stronger inatance of the same figure occurs at 
Matt, xi. 19, & Lk. vii. 34, where the 2d 9A@e» 
or AAsAvGev is brought in dovedéreot for greater 
force, and the two verses shd be so distributed in 

unctuation as to form one sentence, by point- 
ing: Aas. dys FAOs—xal rivery—duapre- 
Aco, as in the lst edn of R. Steph., also in the 
Sextine Vulg.; and the versions of Wickliff & 
Tyndale were plainly formed, however carelessly 
pointed, on this view of the gener arrangement. 

7. For & after Aéyw, Sch., La., Tis., & AL 
read 6, fr. ACFG 17, together with the Syr. & 
Goth. verss.: but it was evidently a mere cor- 
recn to introduce a plainer and more definite 
and a pointed sense. The very same case recurs 
at Mk. xi. 23 (where see note), also at Mk. xiii. 
37, & further at Joh. xi. 45 & 46, where & is ed. 
by Ln. (alone), fr. several ancient uncials & 
cures., but in opposition to internal evidence ; 
also perhaps at 1 Cor. iv. 6, where see note. 
The reverse seems to have taken place at Joh. 
viii. 38, where 6 has, as I have shown, been 
altered by critics to 2, injudiciously adopted by 
Ln., Tis. 3 (not 2), & Al. As respects the de- 
bated question of reading at the next verse, 
Reiche quite agrees with me in retaining the 
opt. dey, and adopts my view as to the mode of 
defending and interpreting it, aleo of accounting 
for the introduction of the fut. ind. taken as 
mt ; which, however, the context forbids, 
while 1t demands the sens- opt. The fut. 
arose from a misunderstanding of the force of the 
yap, wh., rightly explained, a very suitable 
sense, namely, as Reiche draws it forth, “ Nihil 
pretor rem, quod vires tuas superet, tibi praeci- 

io; exopto enim et precor Deum, ut Tibi 

onet, &.; cui voto ut annuat Deus, fore certe 
spero. Quem sententiarum nexum non per- 
spicientes, futurum deca: substituebant.” 

12. For dpvotmcOa, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. dgvy- 
odueOa, fr. AC 17, 31, 73, 115, Vg. vera, 
though not in the most ancient copies; and in- 
ternal evidence does not compensate for insuffi- 
cient external authority, it being against the 
fut. —oousla, manifestly a mere crit. correcn 
to match the antithetic dpyjestar. But this 
nice adaptation, suitable to such writers as Iso- 
crates, and sometimes, though not always, 
aimed at by Thucyd., was little heeded by Paul. 
Thus at the next clause, susie ought to have 
been inserted to match with éxetvor; yet it was 
dropped, as oft, in similar cases, by In 
fact, this use of the pres. tense where stiict pro- 

riety, cap. in the Lat. idiom, might require the 

t., 1s an idiom frequent in the ma | of popular 
diction. As regards the insertion of yép before 
dpvjcacOa at the next clause, by Gr., Seb., 
Ln, Tis., & Al., fr. CD (not ADEFG) and 16 
curss., not et alst ulti, as Sch. avers, I can 
only find it in Lam. 1185 & 86, Scr. g,1; and 
internal evidence is quite adverse, since the par- 
ticle was far more likely to be added, by critics 
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unaware of the force of the ng mips so suitable 
here, at the conclusion of a long and antithetic 
sentence, which thus ends with the grave de- 
claration, “ Deny Himself He cannot!” As re- 
spects the force of the yap, wh. serves to intro- 
duce the matter of this long and forcible sen- 
tence, it wird have the ‘pregnancy of sense sup- 
by AL, who renders, “for the fact is so 
_ that,” but to draw forth so much sense is only by 
pardng the particle to the torture. It seems to 
best to op ae the epexegetic force of yao, 
and bring in the txéenstve, wh., as I have shown, 
has place in the similar construcn at 1 Tim. iv. 
10, and in each passage we need not suppose a 
reference to any particular words subsequent, 
but merely regard ydp as having the force of our 
perticle wky, as serving to impart emphasis and 
point to something brought forward. And here 
there was great need of the idiom, since the 
ve and weighty wioroe 6 Acyos, seems an 
introductory form of expression designed to 
usher in some deep spiritual truth, prob. de- 
rived from the of those, who in the 
early periods of the Christian Church delivered, 
under the influence of the Spirit, not only pre- 
dictions, but spiritual declaratione opening out 
the mysteries of the kingdom of God. See 
1 Cor. xii. 10. 

14. The reading 6zov for Kupiov, however 
strongly sustained by external testimony, is 
nevertheless quite excluded by internal evidence 
inasmuch as the context demands Kupios, an 
that as understood of Christ, since, as Reiche 
observes, “‘apte Apost. Timotheum per Chris- 
tum, tamquam Dominum ecclesie, obtestatur, 
nec ecclesiam, corpus Domini, controversiis et 
rixis intestinis ledi et lacerari patiatur.” Aoyo- 
payee for AXoyouayeiv, though adopted by Ln., 
and approved by Matthei & Huther, is by Al, 
& Reiche shown to be quite inadmissible. But 
how, it may be asked, came such a reading to be 
concocted? Reiche strives to show how the imper. 
came to be substituted for the infin. But that 
the critics shd have gone through such a process 
of thought at the solution of the difficulty sup- 
posed, is improbable ; and when we consider the 
weighty objections to the imperat. raised by 
Reiche & Al., I am inclined to ascribe the read- 
ing not to fastidious scio/s, but to careless scribes, 
who confounded, as oft, the terminations er» & et, 
the former being written in an obscure abbrevn. 

21. xai before eXyonoroy is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & AL, fr. AC*DIFG and 10 curss. ade 
Scr. k], with the Syr., Cop., Goth., Arab.-Erp. 
verss., Epb., Chrys., Theod., & Gicum., with 
ed. Col. & Wolf-Ceph. But internal evi- 
dence being equally ced,—inasmuch as the 
perticle might be removed for the sake of polish- 
ing the style, and it might be inserted by ordi- 
nary revisers, esp. those who, as Theod. & seve- 
ral modern expositors, found yy:acpuévoy with 
ele Tipsy ;—hence | wd bracket the xai, wh. was 
oft obtruded by shallow critics, who deemed it 
almost indispensable to the construcn. Comp. 
Tit. iii. 1. 

22. wavtwv before imwixad. is inserted by 
Ln., fr. ACFG 17, 23, 31, 39, pet. 8. But that 
it arose from a mere crit. addztzon, to impart in- 
tensity of sense, suggested by similar passeuce at 
1 Cor. i. 2, Rom. xi. 12, & elsewhere, is plain. 

25. For éw, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. den, fr. AC 
DIFG 31, 120 (add Lam. 1185', Mus.-Cov. 2, 
omd by Mill]: and internal evidence compen- 
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sates for scanty external testimony, inasmuch as 
the rare opé. form, and unusual idiom, was likely 
to be altered to the usual subjunct.; and it is 
confirmed by Lk. iii. 15, u#wore abtds slr 6 Xp., 
where for sé1 is read el in No. 299, Lam. 1189— 
93, & Scr. y, an itacism for 9, or a correcn of 
the rare construcn with opt., of wh. éedn is ordi- 
nary and perhaps pence: Gr. for éoin, found 
also after éva in Eph. iii. 16, where Ln. wrongly 
edits do (as in text. rec. here), aleo at 2 Tim. 1. 
17, from only one MS., as also without Yva at 
2 Tim. ii. 7, dan opty &c. par Rom. xv. 5, 
2 Thess. iii. 16, 2 Tim. i. 16 & 18, & likewise 
Hom. Od. xii. 215, st xe wo8e Zads | dein, &c., of 
haply. Here, however, I agree with Herm. on 
Vig., p. 457, we have one of those s in wh. 
in later Gr. usjrore loses its adversative force, 
so as to become almost equivalent to ef wore, to 
wh. the Homeric s%xs word bears a strong affi- 
nity. Accordingly, we may here render, ‘ if 
ever (haply) God may give.’ 


IIT. 1. For yivewoue, Ln. edits ysvwoxere, 
fr. AFG 116, 338, pet. 8. But that reading 
lies open to such strong objections, that I cannot 
but suspect that it sprung fr. inadvertence of 
scribes ; unless, indeed, it owed its origin to the 
circumstance of being introduced into some lec- 
tionaries for public edification; but from very 
considerable experience, derived fr. the collation 
of many lectionaries, I cannot say that I think 
such a Jiberty likely to be taken. 

6. For alyuaAwretovres, I have, with Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Te., & Al., ed. alyuadrwrt., fr. 
ACDEFG and 25 curss., excl]. of Lam. 1182, 
85, Scr. k, & Mus. 19,288 [add Cov. 2, omd by 
Mill], with Orig., Chrys., & Theod. External 
authority for —iZw is in antiquity of testimony 
fully equal to —revw; and internal evidence 
is for that form, since while Paul several times 
uses it, he never does the other ;—for as to Eph. 
iv. 8, it occurs merely in a quotation from the 
Sept., where alyuaXwratw very oft occurs, but 
very rarely es and in those passages the 
reading fluctuates. In short, the form —revew 
was of Alexn and very late Gr., while —ri{eo 
was of far purer Gr., chiefly, however, Asiatic, 
as being used by Jos., Jambl., Arrian, Posido- 
nius, Diodor., & Plutarch. 

9. For dvora, the Alexn MS. has (alone) 
é:dvora, wh. is not, as may be supposed, an error 
of scribe, though the words a@vora & é:dvo.a are 
confounded in the MSS. of Thucyd. vi. 16, 3, 
ovx &xpnoros fd’ 4 &vora, as found in 4 of the. 
best MSS. [add Mus. Brit. Cod.], confirmed by 
the schol. and by the paseage of Procop., adduced 
by me, imitated fr. Thucyd., as ed. by Popp., 
Arn., & myself, sgainst Bekker & Goller. But 
there it is a mere error of scribe, uniting én, 
taken for é:, with dvoa. Besides, advo is 

laced beyond doubt by the repetition a little 

rther on at ch. xvii. 1, 4 dun, veorns Kal 
dvoca, and in each passage there is a bitter irony 
and sarcasm, q. d. ‘what you esteem mad folly.’ 
passage before us the critic who wrote 
é:dvora stumbled (as the scribes in Thucyd. 
may have done) at the harshness of the term 
dvora, and substituted for it a milder: but 
d&vova here need only be understood of rash and 
headlong folly in their mode of peoening what 
they ed the true Gospel. Comp. Thucyd. 
iii. 48, where dvora signifies headlong rashness, 
as opposed to staid well-advisedness of counsel. 
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11. "Eyévovro, ed. by Ln., fr. A & 6 curss., 
sprung, like eg eoigas readings in A & its 
followers, fr. the Lat. verss., wh., from the na- 
ture of the Lat. idiom, could not render by the 


ir 
4. For rivos, Al. reads tivwy, fr. ACIFG 
17, 71, and some Ital. copies: and Tis. 3 adopts 
the plur., pronouncing the sing. “‘a correcn to 
suit the spiritual relation of Paul to Timothy ;” 
of course understanding the plur. of Timothy's 
mother Lois and his grandmother Eunice. See 
supr. i. 5; and comp. dao Bpégous just after. 
But it is, as Reiche remarks, far more apt, and 
suitable to Paul's custom, for Timothy to be 
here admonished of the Apostle’s instruction 
alone. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 3, Gal. i. 9 et al., 
‘* Nec sane (he adds) alii, quicunque fuerant, 
Apostoli auctoritate erant conferendi,—quibus 
si sese hic accensuisset, admonitionis gravitatem 
weight) et vim non parum attenuasset.”” Where- 
ore, he adds, we may pronounce that internal 
arguments combine with external testimony (and 
that confirmed by all the ancient verss.) to place 
t. rec. on a firm footing. 

16. For éAeyyoy, Ta Tis. 3, & Al. read 
éAcypuos, fr. ACEG 31, & (in wh. it oft occurs) 
71, 80, 137, & Damasc., to which I can add 
nothing. Nevertheless, slender as is the exter- 
nal authority, it is from its antiquity weighty, esp. 
as being confirmed by internal evidence, from, 
Tis. says, the extreme rarity of the word, wh., 
he adds, occurs only in the later Gr. writers. 
But it is found upwards of 20 times in the Sept. 
& Apocr., and the word is noticed in the Lex. 
Cyrilli Brem.: éXeyudv" ZXey xov, prob. having 
reference to this very passage, and, doubtless, 
derived fr. the ancient Glosse Sacra, founded 
on the earliest schol. To the father Damasc., 
we may add Greg. Naz., Orat. iii. 55, and such 
others as have used the word, because they must 
have had reference to this passage. It was evi- 
dently a term chiefly of Alexn Gr., though also 

rob. one of the common Gr. dialect, and per- 

aps as ancient as éAsyx.; but, bein in 
the lan of common life, it found its way 
into the inferior Byzant. historians, as Perdiccas, 
Ecphrast., & still later Gr. writers, down to the 
age of Tzetzes. 


IV. 1. The words oby iymw after dcapuapr. 
are abs. fr. ACD!EFGL and about 10 curss., & 
ed. Colin, together with the Syr., It, Vlg., 
Cop., Ar., & Arm. verss., Athan., Cyr., also 
some Lat. fathers: and since strong external 
testimony, confirmed by almost all the verss., 
and several Gr. & Lat. fathers of antiquity and 
weight, is strengthened by internal evidence, in- 
asmuch as the words were far more likely to be 


added than expunged, I am now ready to ex-— 


clude, as I have heretofore brackd, them. They 
were doubtless inserted by crit. revisers, in order, 
as Reiche says, to fill up the wording, and ren- 
der the address more solemn and weighty, and 
prob. suggested by other passages of the Bist, 
e. g. infr. v. 6, supr. ii. 2, 7, 8, iii. 10, 14, though 
here, as Reiche shows, not so necessary as there, 
On a more mature consideration of the disputed 
point of reading a little after, 1 am of opinion 
that the state of the evidence points at the read- 
ing in ACD1FG 3), 73, by wh. rou Kupiov is 
omd, and Xp. 'Inco. for ‘Ino. Xp. is read as 
genuine. There exist the same éestes for both 
variations in MSS., veres,, & fathers; and, as 


Reiche remarks, the same arguments of internal 
evidence are valid for each ; the case here coming 
under the same category as that at 1 Tim. v. 21, 
where the same MSS., with the addition of No. 
17, and the same verss. & fathers attest the read- 
ing Xp. Ine. for Kup. Ine. Xp. In considera- 
tion, however, of the thing being not quite cer- 
tain, and from the fluctuation of reading, as re- 
gards rou Kuplov, and especy because, as Reiche 
remarks, the addition of Kuplou tn obsecratione 
has no little weight, I would, while declining X p. 
*Ino., only braoket rou Kupiov. For xara before 
viv éwed., Gr., Schott., Ln., Tis., and Al. adopt 
xai, fr. ACD! FG 17, 674, and several of the most 
ancient copies of the Vlg., and several Lat. 
fathers. But, while the external authority for 
this reading is incompetent, internal evidence is 
so entirely against it as to stamp its falsity, in- 
asmuch as by its adoption, the construcn, as 
Reiche observes, ‘“‘ inconstans evadit et obscura,” 
and the usual government of d:auaprépopmar is 
quite upset; not to say that, as Reiche remarks, 
““mira quoque et insolens foret obtestatio per 
Christi adventum, quod ne poeticus sermo ferret 
nec simile quid in NV. T. invenitur ;” for as to 
1 Cor. xv. 31, vy Thy bu. kadynoty, vy with the 
accus. “non obtestandi sed asseverand: habet 
vim.” On the other hand, in the t. rec. every 
thing is, instead of being forced and far-fetched 
(see De Wette & Huthber), nicely adjusted, and 
plain in sense, since, as Reiche observes, “‘ verba 
Kata Thy éwid. abrov aptissime junguntur cum 
vv. wédAXovtoe xpivey, et rite intelliguntur de 
tempore, quando Christus judex apparebit regnum 
auspicaturus, de quo xara persepe usurpatur.” 
Such being the case, I cannot believe that the read- 
ing is any thing but a blunder of careless scribes, 
who very oft confound xai and xara written in 
abbreviation. Nay, I suspect that in some ve 
ancient archet was written KATTHN, wh. 
might easily be taken for xai ryv. In fact, xav- 
+Tnv must have been the reading of the original 
of Lam. 1185, for though the present reading is 
xard Thy, it was at first xarriv, which escaped 
the perspicacity even of Mr. Scrivener’s eye. 

For xata tas éwi8. +. 1d., Gr., Sch., La, 
Tis., & Al. ed. «x. ras lélas iif, fr. ACDEFG 
and, Tis. says, 20 curss. [add Scr. g], It., Vig., 
& Goth. verss., Eph., Theod., Theoph., & C&cum. 
Strong external authority exists, though not con- 
firmed by internal evidence, which is rather in 
favour of the t. rec., that having more of the 
Pauline character; and being further supported 
by the state of the evidence at v. 7, where see 
note, it will appear that the reading of AC &. 
here is, like rév xadoy dyova there, a mere 
altern of critics to a briefer, plainer, and more 
unstudied mode of expression. 

6. The reading dvadvcewe pov, ed. by Ln., 
fr. ACFG 17, 31, 37, 47,73 (add pet. 8}, with 
Eus., Ath., Eph., is a mere correcn to plainer 
and more usual diction, perbaps su ed by 
the Vlg. vers., folld, as usaal, by the Cop. & 
Arm. The reading at v. 7, roy wad. dy., ed 
by Ln., fr. ACFG 17, 116, prob. came i the 
same source, though adopted in quotation by 
Ath. & Chrys. once, but inadvertently, from 
their not perceiving, it seems, the intensity of 
sense involved in the other reading, or preferring 
thts as the more unstudied and simple. 

9. I am surprised that all the editors except 
R. Steph., 1, shd have placed a period 
after raxéws, whereas there ought to be only 8 
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comma, as the context requires. The wrong 
distribution into verses here occasioned this error 
not only in the editions, but in the modern verss, 
The portion included in vv. 9 & 10 should have 
formed only one verse. 

10. Tis. 3 has adopted éyxaréAXetway, fr. AC 
DEF, Lam. 1189 [add Scr. 0, Mus. 5116}, & 
Mus. 11,836]; but were there more to be ad- 
duced, they would be wholly insufficient, since 
the sense thus arising would be unsuitable. How- 
ever, I suspect that the ec sprung from itacism, 
with which most of those copies abound. 

ll. For ays, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit fryaye, fr. 
A 31, 38, 72, 238 [add Lam, 1185] al., & ed. 
Compl., Theod., Dam. ; while in his larger edn 
Ln. recalls dye, but without sufficient reason, 
internal evidence being here so decidedly in 
favour of ayays as to counterbalance slender ex- 
ternal, since the rarer compound form was very 
likely to be altered by revisers into the simple, as 
at Matt. xxi. 2, and the comp. form is slaewii: not 

in N. T., and very oft occurs in the 
Sept. See more in note on Matt. xxi. 2, where 
Tis. 3 has restored dyavys, wh. he had too hastily 
displaced for dye. There is, indeed, little doubt 
that the 2 aor. form was originally the text of 
all those passages of the Gospels. The use of 
the form was, however, not confined to the N. T. 
& the Sept. writers, but occurs also in the class. 
writers, esp. the earlier ones, as Hom., Pind., 
Thucyd., & Plato. Thus in Thucyd. viii. 30, 2, 
we have éxovras—xai dwayayorres, where 
there is no need to read, or conjecture, with 
Poppo, ayovres, since dyays, which demands a 
pres. sense, may present a faint vestige of the 
ancient and obsolete reduplic. form of the pres. 
ayayw, with wh. comp. Matt. xiii. 30, cvvayé- 
yere—als do0., where Ln. causelessly edited 
ouvayere, fr. BL [add Scr. v]. 

13. On more mature consideration of the 
much-vexed question, as to the true reading of 
the obscure term by wh. some personal article 
belonging to the Apostle is here designated, I 
must avow that I can no longer defer to the 
even united su of Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & 
Al., in favour of eA dvny, since their judgment 
seems here at fault by their resting too much on 
external testimony, wh. in words so easily con- 
founded, and consequently interchanged, waiving 
the influence of itacism, has not its usual weight. 
Add to this, the authority for @a:woAny or dar- 
Aoyny, is not inconsiderable, though neglected 
to be fully reported by the collators. It is, how- 
ever, found in most of the Lam. & Ser., and 
2 or 3 Mus. copies; and it is confirmed by the 
circumstance of its being found in Athen., p. 97, 
Artemid., L. ii. 3 & v. 59, Arrian, Epict. iv. 8, 
Theoph., Sim. Hist. vii. 6, besides other later 
writers, and its use is attested by the united testi- 
mony of Pollux, vii. 61, and all the Gr. lexi- 
cographers, Even as early as the time of Athen., 
the readings ma:Aovns & arvoAns were in use 
confounded. The preference, however, seems 
due to daiyv., spelt wai. in the ancient MSS. 
of Athen. & Pollux, confirmed as this is by the 
Lat. panula; indeed the words were, it wd 
seem, of common origin. As to ga:X., it was 

rob. a provincial form, founded on ¢ on of 
etters, such as is common in all dialectical 
variations. This is confirmed by Hesych., in what 
he says at dugdivwrove, where, corrupt as the 
is, the lexicograpber plainly attests that 
epeXovn was a word used in Crete, where prob. 
originated both the word and the thing used, and 


271 


from whence it was derived by the Dorians and 
Lacedemonians, whom Tertullian affirms to have 
been the original inventors. Be that as it may, 
it was communicated to the Tarentines either by 
Cretans or Lacedemonians. Accordingly, the 
term occurs in a line of Rhinthon, a Tarentine, 
preserved in Pollux Onom. vii. 61, ixovey xa:- 
yov datvoXay (Doric form) xdwaprie. 
—tiov, to match with xarvov; and the masc. 
form is confirmed by Athen., p. 97, where are 
two exx. of o mawodAns, also in Artemid. iii. 2, 
& v. 29, and both the word and this force of it is 
attested to have been in use by Suid., Hesych., 
Phot., & others. The use of the garment is best 
accounted for by ereesing gay. was a short 
riding-coat, for rainy weather, round in form and 
without sleeves, like a sort of double cape, fitting 
close around, and requiring to be put on by being 
thrown over the head and shoulders. Its mate- 
rial was either thick leather, or the coarsest and 
thickest woollen cloth. 

14. For dwodeun, Ln., Sch., Tis. 1, & Al. edit 
émrodwce, fr. ACDJEIFG and 15 curss., with 


- the Syr., Vig., & other verss., & some fathers: 


while Tis. 2 & 3 has restored dwodéwy, wh. I 
still retain, for reasons wh. have approved them- 
selves to Reiche, who opens out the force of 
internal evidence, which I had myself only 
glanced at, thus: ‘‘ Est utique lectio difficilior, 
eaque, que facile scrupulosiores animos offen- 
deret, quibus Apostoli persone non convenire 
videretur, penas divinas homini qualicunque 
imprecari; quam difficultatem ut interpretando 
removerent, scriptores ecclesiastici ab omni inde 
tempore quam maxime laborabant. Qui quidem 
plerumque verba Apostolica ita explicabant, 
uasi optativus locum fwuri, dwodwoet, teneret. 
faciliue autem scribe quoque ad futurum 
optativo substituendum sollicitari potuerunt, quo 
ventius in Sacr. 8. piorum hominum, mala 
similiter prenuntiantium, dicta deprehenderent.” 
That the opéat. is liable to no well-founded ob- 
jection I have already shown, and my view is 
fully carried out by the learned professor above 
uoted, who, after a diligent ventilation of what 
‘rma a most thorny question of debate, con- 
cludes with the weighty observation : ‘‘ Quid- 
uid est, quod Deum pro sanctilate et justitia 

turum esse, intime persuasum habemus, id 
volts etiam tere, impium esse nequit. Quare 
et similes in homines nequitie nefand» hostes- 
que Dei et generis humani imprecationes in S. S, 
obvias, sine offensione legimus.” 

15. For avOéornxeyv, Ln. & Al. edit dvriorn, 
fr. ACD 17: while Tis. 2 & 3 bas retained t. 
rec..—with reason, since insufficient external 
testimony is not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as dyréorn was prob. a mere 
correcn suggested by supr. iii, 8, and Rom. xiii. 
2, dts: and the form occurs in the Sopt., e. g. 
Mal. iii. 15, Ob. v. 7, 2 Chron. xiii. 17 et ft 

; though the other form is not unfrequent. 
met For cuumwagey., Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. edit 
wapey., fr. ACFG 17, 39, Lect. 14 [add Scr. k}, 

hrys. 1: but Tis. 3 restores cuswap., with 
reason, since internal evidence is adverse from 
the cus. being prob. removed by critics, who 
thought it unnecessary, and having no place at 
next verse; yet here the sense is different, being 
simply, ‘was with me asa sidesman or backer 
there; but the Lord was at hand for my stay.” 
That Method. must have read cuswap. is quite 
certain, since there is allusion to this at p. 293, 
9, in the same use of cupwapay. as here, a very 
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rare use, for which the pure class. term would 
be cuuwapacrareiv, found in Aristoph. Ran. 
385, with wh. comp. Galen, vol. xix. p. 172, 6, 
and Soph. Phil. 675, oe Evuwapacrarny Xa- 
Betv. For iyxaréAcwov, Tis. 3 reads éyxaré- 
Aerwoyv, fr. ACD2& 3 EFGL et alii, ‘ ut videtur, 
multi,’ says Tis.; but where, I ask, are those 
alii? None of the editors adduce one, and [ 
can only myself adduce Lam. 1182—86. As to 
any others, they are prob. such as did exist a 
prima manu. I suspect, however, that éyxar- 
€Xet7roy here had no other ground than éiyxat- 
éXztwov supr. v. 10, where see note. 

17. For wAnpopopn8y, FG and 7 cures. have 
w\npw8y. The very opposite change was made 
by critics at iv. 12, but, as I have shown, wrongly. 

ere zAnpw6y was a mere correcn to plainer 
term, arising f . ignorance of the full force of 
winpopopiw, on wh. see my Lex. N. T., and 
my note on Lk. i. 1, fr. which the full sense here 
may be thus laid down: ‘So that by my means 
the Gospel preached by me might be fully carried 
out, received as absolute ¢ with assurance of 
faith.” For dxovon, Lu., Tis., & AL read axov- 
owory, fr. ACDEFG and 10 curss. [add Mus.- 
Cov. 2]. The t. rec. may be, as Al. says, a gramml 
correcn : but there requires more of external tes- 
timony to justify the adoption of axovan. 

18. «ai before pucera: is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ACD? 31, 67,71, Vig., Cop., & a few 
copies of It. vers. But internal evidence is ad- 
verse, since it was more likely that the particle 
shd, among so many «ai’s, have been re , a8 
it oft has been under the same circumstances, 
than added, esp. since by removing it a long sen- 
tence is divided into halves, b which the com- 
position is, indeed, improved, but at the cost of 
violence to the construcn, and extreme abrupt- 
ness occasioned by the breaking up of the con- 
nexion of thought, whereby pucerat cannot be 
intended to commence a new sentence, inasmuch 
as the expression of the Apostle’s affiant con- 
fidence is, as Al. says, bound on to the foregoing 
context, not, however, as he pronounces, by 
pioera:, because a verb cannot of itself bind on, 
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but requires the prefixing of a connexive a 
ticle to do the office; and that is here furnished 
by «ai, wh. has here a pregnancy of force, bein 
both copulative and emphatic. And this is wel 
expressed by Est. thus: “ Non solum_ tunc 
ereptus sum e vite periculo, verum etiam certo 
confido fore ut—in posterum me conservet.” 
There is the less to stumble at in the unusual 
accumulation of «ais, since they are used in a 
somewhat different sense. Thus here xai means 
‘non solum—verum etiam ;’ but at cai éppucbns 
the xal is ticul, the full sense being: 
‘And so (intimating the result) was I deli- 
vered,’ &c. The, true construcn will best be 
shown by the following punctatee, coinciding 
nearly with that laid down by R. Steph. & 
Wolf-Cephal. : éveduvduwot pe, — lva — ra 
Z0vn, wal éppicOnv—Xlovros’ Kai pvcerat. 
The reading éspvovcaro found in FG, Vig., & 
It., and also, I suspect, in the archetypes of 
No. 120 & Lam. 1184, wh. have pica:ro by 
error of scribes and itacism for épvcaro, arose 
fr. mere correcn of critics, who stumbled at the 
Jut. tense, as if yielding a sense savouring of 
presumption, unaware of the modification of wh. 
all strong terms are, under circumstances (in- 
herent in the context or paljoct ates): sus- 
ceptible. So here confident hope and trust is 
herein implied, though seprened: at a not dis- 
similar e of 2 Cor. i. 10, de dx +. Bay. 
éppicato yuas Kai puerat, ele dv AAwlcapev 
Sr: kal ért pUcera:, where, however, the same 
class of critics as here, stumbling at the unusual 
tournure of the wording, and the peculiar use of 
the pres. where one would not expect it, resorted 
to correcn, and thus the passage, however sound 
as to the reading, came to variously cor- 
rupted, ‘‘sensu ipso non plane intacto.” See 
my note on the passage in the Addenda. 

22. "Ino. Xp. after Kuproc are cancd by Tis., 
and Xpiorée by Ln. But the authority for 
either change is bah insufficient, esp. since in- 
ternal evidence does not compensate, inasmuch 
as the hand of tampering is plain. See my note 
on | Tim. v. 21, & 2 Tim. iv. 1. 


TITUS. 


I. 1. I cannot receive, with Tis. & Al., Xp. 
Inc., on such slender authority as AD! 106, 
108, 113, the later Syr. & Cop. verss., & 2 or 3 
ancient copies of the Vig. But the position of 
the word is oft confounded by scribes. The 
testimony of al] the copies but 5, confirmed by 
the Pesch. Syr., It., & Vig. veras., is not to be 
set aside on such slender grounds. 

4, For éAeos, | wd now read «al, fr. CDEF 
GI 17, 75, 137 {add Cod. Coisl. of 10th cent., 
teste Jacks.}], Pesch. Syr., Cop., A&th., Arm., 
It., & Vig. veres., Orig. (expressly), Chrys., 
Damasc., confirmed by internal evidence, from its 
being far more likely that ZXeos was introduced 
from the parallel passages of 1 & 2 Tim. than ex- 
cluded, esp. since, as Rinck & Reiche are ; 
“‘scribaram [imo criticorum] studium Epistola- 
rum ad Timoth. datarum initia cum nostra Epis- 
tola com uandi vel levis eorum docet compara- 
tio.” There is little doubt that Paul here chose 
to consult brevity hy adopting the shorter form, 


afterwards lengthened by critics for adaptation 
to the longer, which Chrys. attests occurs only 
in 1 & 2 Tim. As respects the reading just 
after, Xp. “Ino., ed. by Lan., Tis., & AL, fr. AC 
DI, the point comes under the same category as 
at v. 1; and further, here both the Syriac vers: 
confirm the t. rec., while the abeence of all 
cures. in support of the other, exc. only No. 73, 
a constant follower of CD, lessens one's con: 
fidence in its genuineness. 

5. For xaréAcrwov, | am now inclined to read 
éwénr., fr. ACDFGI & 12 curas., Orig., Baa 
(MSS). Internal evidence is, at any rate, almost 
equally balanced. Paul was likely to have used 
awotsiaw here, as he did at 2 Tim. iv. 13, 
where there is no fluctuation of reading : 
it is not unlikely that awéA. was here intro 
duced fr. the parallel passage. As to the differ- 
ence which Al. lays down as existing between 
xavral. & dwok., it requires to be sustained on 
proof: and that such a difference, if existing, 
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shd have been known to the critics, and have 
occasioned the altern of dwéAd. to xaréX. from 
jasitcal motives, in order to represent Titus 

as permanent bishop at Crete, is in the highest 
degree improbable, besides that it casts an un- 
warrantable stigma on the primitive Church. 
The alteration of dé. to xaréX. may fully 
be accounted for without resorting to such an 
hypothesis. The change may have arisen from 
scribes confounding the abbreviation of xar, 
namely «xr, with dw, as occasionally occurring. 
(See exx. in Bast. on Greg. de Dial., Schaef., 
p. 652.) Or it may have arisen from revieers 
who preferred the plainer term «xaréX., oa) 
tually occurring in the Sept. and the later Gr. 
writers. For ewidiopQ@wons, Tis. & Al. ed. 
-Owen, fr. CDSE7IKL. But internal evidence 
is rather in favour of -ogs, as more suitable to 
the pain and unstudied character of a private 
epistle, froth its presenting a form of the lan- 
age of common Jife. Hence it is found in an 
inscription in Boeckh, vol. ii. p. 405, 5, also in 
Eust. Opuse. p. 109, éaredtopOuvv, likewise in a 
sepa of Alex. Monach., cited by Dind. ap. 
teph. Thes. in v., dusts 62 ta Atiwovta iwi- 
GtopOwoare, imitated fr. this passage of Paul. 
Moreover, the act. form is used by Hermogenes, 
a fellow-towneman of Paul, who was the more 
likely to use it. And again, the use of the simple 
form é:op8ouv, found alone in the Sept. & the 
Apocr.. confirms the act. form éw:d:0p0cw here. 

10. The Ist «ai is caned by La., fr. AC and 
30 cures. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. k, Mus. 5116], 
& several verss.; but wrongly, since internal 
evidence is in favour of the particle, wh. was 
more likely to be omd as superfiuous, and as dis- 
turbing the sense, and hence might easily be 
paseed over in the verss. & fathers. Its removal 
to another position, found in other MSS., shows 
that the revisers stumbled at the position of the 
word, and hence were likely to remove it. 

15. For pmeutacuévors, Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. 
-pmévors, fr. ACDKL and not a few cures. It 
is prob. the most ancient reading, and is likely 
to be genuine; but the occurrence of ueustac- 
pévos, in the Sept., Num. v. 13, 14, 27, Hagg. 
ii. 14 & al., dissuades the adoption. I might 
just before have double-brackd mév, cancd by 

n., Tis., & Al., on strong external authority, 
confirmed by internal evidence, from its being 
far less likely to be removed than inserted by 
revisers, who were unaware of the force of the 


ory” 


Il. 3. Notwithstanding what Reiche has urged 
in favour of lepowpemsi, and the preference given 
to it by Junius & Mill, it is useless to argue 
the matter, since it manifestly arose fr. error of 
scribes, who might easily confound the abbrevn 
of sie with ez. As to the antiquity of the MSS. 
wh. present the reading, that does not prevent 
them from abounding in blunders of this kind ; 
though it occasionally happens that even a slip 
of the pen may be capable of a no contemptible 
sense. ° 

4. For ng wow, cwppoviCovaty after 
twa, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AFGH & al. 
(but where are those al. Pj, ie prob. a mere error 
of scribes, who perpetually confound w & ov. 
Besides, the MSS. wh. present -cvvowy are of 
a class in wh. that, with other permutations of 
vowels, is of very frequent occurrence; in fact, 
the confusion of ov & w is very freq. in the Gr. 
writers, of which see numerous exx. in Greg. de 
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Dial., Schaef., p. 19), q., 208, 288, 584, 633, 
46, 7, 670-90-92. It is this circumstance which 
makes the so-thought exx. of Zva with ind. pres. 
so little to be relicd on, esp. where the external 
authority is, as in the present case (where F & G 
only count for one), next to nought, so that this 
passage cannot safely be added to the sup 

two exx. in N. T. at Gal. iv. 17, & | Cor. iv. 6, 
and even those may be questioned. See my 
note on | Cor. iv. 6. On reconsidering this 
somewhat puzzling matter. 1 still doubt whether 
the use of éva, as denoting design, with the indic. 
present was ever used by St. Paul. I can find 
no vestige of such a careless idiom until eome 
hundreds of years after the age of Paul, namely, 
at the time of Himerius, and the writer, whoever 
he was, of the Geoponica, & Pseudo-Esop. It 
seems to have been an idiom of common life, 
and a provincialism, of Asiatic & Syrian Greek; 
and the diction of Himcrius, a Bithynian, is, 
like that of the writer of the Geop., full of both 
the above. As to what Paul really wrote, I am 
inclined to think that at 1 Cor. iv. 6, he wrote 
guorotobe: but at Gal. iv. 17, {YnA@re, found 
in a few very ancient cnres., as No. 44, 113, - 
2193, Scr. 19, m (the Leic. MS.). So slight a 
difference as ov & ot hardly requires authority : 
or if that be thought indispensable, we may read 
guoiwo8e, on some authority, to which may, 
when the curss. are better collated, be added 
further and more weighty authority. 

5. For olxovpous, ACD!IEFG and 2 curss. 
have olxoupyovs, which is adopted by Huther & 
Al.; and in his 3rd edn by Tis., who endeavours 
to sustain it fr. the use by Clem. Rom., lst Ep. 
to the Corinth., § 48, of the verd oixoupyety: 
but that might, in the one copy, wh. alone we 
ame of that relique of the earliest antiquity, 

ave arisen fr. error of scribe. Atall events, the 
existence of the rerb will not prove that of the 
adject. ; nor, were we to suppose the existence of 
the adj. in the senguage of common conversation, 
as a colloquialism (which, however, seems not 
improbable, as likely to be called for in the ords- 
nary usage of robes Mase life), can it admit of any 
sense here suitable, as Reiche admits, who re- 
marks: “Omnino vocem olxoupyds eo signifi- 
catu, quem hic orationis nexus postulat, pollere, 
nec ex etymo nec exemplis, que plane deficiunt, 
probari potest. Imo vocem olxovpyds unquam 
apud Grecos in usu fuisse, est quod jure nege- 
mus.” Al., indeed, thinks that on account of 
its very rarity, olxovpy. was changed to olxov- 
pous, it being hardly possible that for so common 
a word as olxovpds there could have been substi- 
tuted olxovoy. But it was proby to the scribes 
by no means common, since it never occurs in 
Hellenistic or ordinary Greek. Besides, wo 
need not suppor any change by substifudion, but 
only by inadvertence, in those 6 copies, evi- 
dently springing from only two ancient arche- 
types. owever, the very existence of olxoup- 
yds has to be proved, which it hardly can be said 
to be by the passage of Soranusde Arte Obstet., 
ch, viii. p. 21, adduced by Boissonade on Steph. 
Thes. in v., ed. Paris: olxovpydv xai xabéidproy 
(domisedum) é:ayerv Biov, since there olxouvpoy 
is prob., as Reiche says, the true reading, which 
emendn is confirmed by Tzetz. Hist. 1. i. p. 287, 
where he says: «dv olxovpoxaOidptov elrAcneba 
vov Blov, with which comp. Lk. ix. 71, 'laxwB 
nv olxoupdy Tdv Bliov xextnpévos, with allusion 
to Gen. xxv. 27, Sept., 'laxwB qv avOpwroe 
@mXacTos, olxiay olxwy, domisedus, a stay-at- 


Nn 


274 TITUS II. 


home. In short, internal evidence against ol- 
xovpy. is so strong, that hardly any amount of 
external testimony could counterbalance it. It 
is far less likely that Paul shd use so out-of-the- 
way, frigid, and, as Reiche shows, inapplicable 
a term as olxovpy., than one so apt and suitable 
as olxovpds, wh. must have been read by Clem. 
Al. Strom. iv. p. 622, & Peedag. iii. 246, where, 
in allusion to the present passage, he writes: 
KaXdv rais yapetais—tiy olxovpiay avrats 
éwirpiwerv, and that it was read by Cats 
Theoph., Theod., & C&cum., is certain. 
more in Reiche, who confirms my determination 
of the point in question, that olxoupy. arose fr. 
some careless scribe, or ill-informed critic, igno- 
rant of the true derivation of olxovpés, and quite 
unaware of the pregnancy of sense here inherent 
in the term, wh. comprehends the cognate senses 
of stayer at home, in opposition to ing abroad 
wh. the Apostle elsewhere forbids), and watch- 
ul care-taker of the house,—in short, what our 
forefathers designated by the term house-wife, 
i. e. one who does the duty of a wife by taking, 
when necessary, some share of the house-work ; 
which idea was prob. in the mind of the ecribes 
or revisers here, to whom the word was prub. 
not unknown, and the thing iteelf familiar; and 
they could hardly fail to think of Dorcas, the 
very model of the true huswife, who, as Luke 
attests, y:ré&vae xai luaria éwola, ‘used to 
make.” Somp. Prov. xxxi. 31. 
7. On maturely reconsidering the much-vexed 
uestion of reading here, I still retain, against 
the judgment of Ln., Tis., & Al., adsapopiap, 
quite coinciding in the view taken by Reiche, 
who thinks that although the option between 
adi:a@Vopiay and apGopla» is a matter of some 
perplexity,—internal authority being almost at 
an equal balance,—yet that it rather inclines in 
favour of &d:a@p0., since dpOoplay, plausible as 
it may seem, and not likely to have undergone 
correcn, is yet liable to several formidable objec- 
tions, stated by Reiche, which do not admit of 
being satisfactorily removed,—so that I quite 
ac to the decision of the matter, after sum- 
ming “p all the evidence for and against, pro- 
nounced by Reiche: “‘ Cum igitur vox dd:ap8o- 
pia vi sua propria sententiarum seriei epistole- 
que scripte: consilio magis respondeat quam 
altera, Apostolum illa usum esse, persuasum 
habeo. Posito quidem et conceaso, Apostolum 
alteram vocem scripsisse, proclive erat, ei vocem 
ad:apbopiny, tanquam notiorem et hic con- 
am, sufficere.” In my text, I omd to double- 
racket d0apc., wh. in my note I virtually ex- 
cluded, and would nowexpunge. Yet how a word 
so incapable of any sense suitable to the con- 
text, could have got into the bulk of the 
eopies, exclus. of almost all the Lam., Scr., & 
Mas. copies, I am at a loss to imagine. But 
the slowness, with which the reading was die- 
carded by modern editors, may lessen the wonder 
at ite being acquiesced in by the ancient revisers 
generally. It prob. sprung originally fr. a mar- 
ginal gloss, which crept into some copies in wh. 
the text was accompanied by marginal echolia, 
from wh. not is bagel as I can testify, were 
words interpolated by scribes. 

- For tuwy, I still edit, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., iuay, fr. CDEFGKL and very many curss., 
excl. of nearly all the Lam., Ser., & Mus. copies, 
together with some early edd., confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, wh. is quite in its favour. As 
to the transposition in position of Aévecy, adopted 
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by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ACDEFGL, without 
any curss. (and I can only adduce one, Lam. 
1196), it seems ‘a mere crit. correcn suggested by 
the It., Vig., & Syr. verss. As to the trans- 
positions at v. 9 & 10, idiots deow. and wae. 
alor, ivé., the first may be adopted, since t. rec. 
is prob. a correcn to a more usual position of the 
words, but the other, though resting on some- 
what more of external authority, is less sup- 
ported by internal evidence, and hence, though 
adopted by Ln. & Al., is still, with reason, re- 
jected by Tis. 

1l. n before cern. is cancd by La. & Al., 
fr. AC'D?! alone—authority utterly insufficient, 
and not compensated by internal evidence in 
favour, since the 7 was less likely to be, as Al. 
pronounces it, “a supplement to fill out the con- 
strucn,’’ than its absence to have originated in an 
inadvertent omission of scribes, 


ITI. 1. «ai after doyais is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ACD'/EFG 17, 31, 67. But the 
scantiness of curss. dissuades, and the unfavour- 
ableness of internal evidence forbids its adoption. 
The xai was far more likely to be lost by error 
of scribes, in some ancient archetypes, owing to 
the «ai being, as often, inadvertently omd by 
the scribe, when written by abbrevn, and, in 
uncials, at the end ofa line. Besides, here the 
omission of the cai wd involve a greater breach 
of propriety of language than ought to be im- 
puted to the Apostle; and vain were it to a 
to supr. 2 Tim. ij. 21, the case being there 
widely different. See my note. 

. For wy before twoinoc., Ln. & Al. ed. 
&, fr. ACID'IFG 17, 67, Clem., Cyr., et al. 
But Tis. 2 & 3, with reason, retains wv, because 
internal evidence confirms very strong external 
testimony ; since, as Tis, remarks, ‘“‘non raro ex 
codicibus antiquissimis attractio ejecta est.”. 
Conf. iii. 6 (where 6 for od isin D), Mk. xiii. 
19, Joh. ii, 22, iv. 50, vii. 39, Acts iii. 25, vii. 
16, Heb. vi. 19. The zov before Aovrpow, 
added by Ln. fr. A only, was a mere correcn for 
propriety, as the critic thought, though the art. 
is here unnecessary. 

7. For yevouea, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit yesj- 
6wuey, fr. ACDJFG 17, 31, Ath. & Chrys., 
regarding t. rec. as a mere correcn. But the 
other was quite as likely to be the correcn ; and, 
at any rate, I can only edit yevwueba. 

8. +o before Gee is cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., 
fr. all the uncials and about 16 or 17 cures, 
But exceedingly ancient as is the testimony, I 
must hesitate to receive the word, the ahsence of 
the art. with Oew after wiorevw being, as I have 
shown, scriptural, and consequently likely to 
be Pauline, usage. Hence it wd seem that the 
Tw Was, in some very ancient originals, lost by 
inadvertence of scribe. The case of the +ré 
before xaXa, may come under the same cate- 
gory ; but whether it does I am now inclined to 
doubt. The va is abs. in all the uncials, and no 
inconeiderable number of ancient curss., to wh. 
I can add Lam. 1196, & Cov. 2, omd by Mill, 
together with others, which he leaves unspeci- 
fied. As the case stands, I wd now bracket the 
+a, wh. may have been inserted by revisers fr. 
the echolia, where ra was prob. expressed as 
thought necessary, and as oft occurring in the 
pure Gr. class. writers. 

10. I cannot any more than Ln. adopt, esp. 
on such very slender and exceptionable evidence 
as DEFG, It. & Cop. verss., the altered position 
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of voveclay, adopted solély by Tis. & Al. I 

uite agree with Reiche, that neither this nor 
the other variation of reading, by the omission 
of «ai devrépay, is capable of being sustained. 
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Both arose alike fr. tampering of critics, one ‘to 
lish the style, the other to give a blow to the 
eretics, to whom they wished that as scant a 

measure as possible of grace shd be extended. 


PHILEMON. 


2. For dyarnrn, Ln., Tis., & Al. read ddeA- 
7, fr. AD!FG 17, 31, 37, 113 mg., 4 ancient 
copies of the It., & 4 of the Vig., Cop., Ar., 
Arm., & A&th. verss., with Hesych. & Jerome. 
External testimony is nearly equally balanced, 
at least in weight; and internal evidence can 
scarcely turn the wavering scale, for I cannot 
think, with Al., that it is much more probable 
that the transcriber should have carelessly 
written dyaw. again, than that 4d. shd have 
been substituted (by him) to avoid repetition. 
But there is no tautology; and that the altera- 
tion shd have got into ali the copies exc. 7 or 8, 
is far less probable than that adeA@. shd have 
been brought in for the reason suggested by 
Reiche. Thus at Phil. ii. 12 ddeX@. has been 
substituted for dyaz. in some copies, also at 
1 Joh. ii. 7, where seemy note. As to Reiche's 
remark, that on the whole adeA@. here seems 
more suitable, and purposely employed by the 
Apostle, ‘ut Appiam quoque fidem Christianam 
complexam esse clare significaretur,”"—Phile- 
mon, I wd say, could not need such a poe 
being cleared up; and hence 4é. can hardly be 
said to be more sutiable, though it is more de- 
Sinite, since Pau] oft applies the term dyaz. to 
those converted under his ministry, as doubtless 
Appia was, though whether her husband was is 
uncertain. 

7. For xéprpv, ACDEFG and 10 curss., with 
several verss., and some early edd., as the Compl., 

apav has been received by Gr., Heinr., Ln., 

h., & Tis. 1; while Tis. 2 has restored, and 
Al. edited, yapiv, wh. I have retained, chiefly 
on the ground that internal evidence is decidedly 
in its favour. But from the impartial and able 
weighing of that evidence by Reiche, I am now 
disposed to doubt whether the balance does not 
incline in favour of yapay; for as to the word 
being, as Al. pronounces it, a correcn to more 
olwious term, that is unsatisfactory ; and, as to 
the tnterpretn which he adopts, grounding it 
on 2 Cor. i. 15, as a benefit, or outpouring of 
the divine ydprs,—that is a view open to objec- 
tions stated by Reiche, not easily removed. 
Accordingly, I am induced to think with him 
that ‘‘ voci yapds ad quam genuinam evincen- 
dam externa et interna argumenta solar dale 
x&piy substitutum esse [ut ap. Tob. vi. 8] tan- 
quam vocem Paulo familiarissimam et magis 
piam, quippe qua gaudium solatiumaque, quod ei 
contigerit fide et amore Philemonis, ad Dei gra- 
tiam referretur, respectu forte habito loci simi- 
lis 2 Cor. i. 15.” The reading woAAnv gcyxov 
just after, ed. by Ln., fr. ACFG & 5 curss., & 

heodor., is very ancient, but was prob. a mere 
crit. correcn suggested by the Lat. verss., for 
adaptation to the use of the sing. at v. 8—10, 
agreeably to the customary use of the sing. in 
this Epistle. 

10. The éyw prefixed by Ln. to éyévvnoa, fr. 


A 37, 68, & later Syr. vers., is very specious, 
but too weakly sustained by external authority 
to be received, esp. since internal evidence is not 
decidedly in its fuvour. It is true that, as 
Meyer & Al. remark, “if we adopt éy&, the 
repetition of éuov éya will serve to mark more 
forcibly the character of his oven child;” but such 
a turn is too far-fetched and artificial to suit 
Paul's style, esp. ina familiar private letter. It 
is true that the pronoun is oft expressed by Paul, 
but is rarely emphatic, though oft such in the 
Gospels, esp. in St. John’s. And that it shd 
have been lost by scribes here is very improba- 
ble, since the only passage in St. Paul's Epistles, 
where it has been lost by scribes, is at Rom. vii. 
20, in wh. it is abs. in 6 uncials and not a few 
curss., and expunged by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., but 
restored by Tis. in 8d edn. What Al. there 
so confidently pronounces, that the éyw was 
brought in as a correcn for emphasis, would 
have been quite to the purpose here, had he 
thought of it. The pou after deopots is cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AD'FG 17, 23. But 
its removal might arise from a correcn of style, 
suggested by the It. & Vig. verss., and is quite 
suitable to the short-cut of the Lat. language. 
However, the critics thought fit to make up for 
their curtailment of a personal pron. here, by 
kindly furnishing one xat’ éwiuetpoy at the 
end of the next verse, namely oo:, adopted by 
Lu., fr. ACD'E 57, originating, I suspect, only 
in the It., Vig., & Syr. verss. 

12. This verse was at an early period misera~- 
bly corrupted by careless scribes and rash cri- 
tics, the worst of whose doings has, however, 
received the sole acceptance of our go-ahead 
editors, namely, the expungement of rpooAafov 
at the end of the verse, and that on the scanty 
authority of only AFG 17,—of course resting 
mainly on internal evidence, wh., however, is, 
when weighed in a just balance, by no means in 
favour of the absence of the word. Al., indeed, 
pronounces xpoo\afou “a mere correcn to sup- 
ply the sense.” But the genuineness of the ab- 
sence of the verb has a dark shade thrown on it 
by the other tamperings of the critics in the 
text throughout the verse, than which nothin 
can present more languid, jejune, and absur 
results, as Reiche has pointed out at large, who 
contrasts the state of t. rec., resting on almost all 
the MSS., which when rightly pointed, he 
observes, ‘‘ yg pea exhibet rite structam, 
quamvis paulo longius, relativis repetitis, pro- 
ductam, quod ‘vero rite eo explicatur, quod no- 
men servi, quem P. Philemoni commendat, 
quasi postliminio additur, eique quedam, roy 
wore—dviweuia, adjunguntur.” To ascribe 
the omission of a verb so indispensable to the 
construction and the development of the sense, 
as Conybeare does, to Paul's “abrupt and rapid 
dictation,” is forbidden by the fact, that the 
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Apostle wrote this letter, as he tells us, v. 19, 
with his own hand, Again, to suppose, with 
De Weite, that the Apostle, from hurry, forgot 
to subjoin the verb,—thus leaving the sentence 
miserably defective,—is to suppose a careless- 
ness in writing, and a negligence in not look- 
ing over what he wrote,—incredible. But to 
remark on Alford’s defence of his text,—the 
words at v. 17, wpocAaBou ws éué, are not 80 
much the completion of the sense as the resump- 
tion and further development thereof. The case 
is not like that,—of no unfrequent occurrence in 
some of the purest writers, esp. Hdot. & Thucyd., 
—where the verb which is required to complete 
the senze, as being held in suspense by a long 

renthetic portion of matter, is not brought 

orward until the resumption of the suspended 

construcn ; and even then has, by carelessness 
of scribes, been occasionally lost out of the con- 
text. Such was, I apprehend, the origin of the 
absence of wpocAaGou in one or two very an- 
cient archetypes, The revisers and critics stum- 
bling at the harshness of the parenthetic inser- 
tion routiot: Ta éua owday va, objected to 
the position of wupudaBou, and in various ways 
strove to bring it in close connexion with aurdy, 
—the consequence of which alteration of posi- 
tion was (as perpetually occurs) that the word 
was lost altogether. Paul himself seems to have 
perceived the awkwardness of the long-drawn 
and not fully evolved construcn, but prob. had 
not time to remedy it, and was content to im- 
part needful perspicuity by throwing in the 
words, suitably introduced by adverting to the 
motive that might stir Phil. to do the thing re- 
quired, wpooXuBov aitdv ws émé. 

17. For éué, Tis. reads ue, fr. COEFGL and 
25 curss., to wh. I can add almost all the Lam. 
& Scr. copies, and several Mus. ones: while Al. 
chooses to retain the t. rec., and with reason, 
since éua is prob. a mere adaptation to the iué 
following: otherwise us and éué are oft inter- 
changed; though éué is far more frequently 
substituted for we than the reverse. 

18. I cannot yet see reason to admit, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., éA\Aoya, fr. ACDEG 17, 31, a 
little knot of copies wh. go constantly together, 
since there is no good proof that such a word as 
éA\XNoyaw ever existed; though it possibly may 
have done, and the Aoyaw of Lucian, Lexiph. 
65, may not have been a term coined by the 
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satirist, but derived fr. a low colloquialism or 
term of common life. Al. shd not have referred 
to Rom. v. 13, as furnishing another example, 
for there ¢\Xoyaro is a mere error of scribe. It 
is sufficient that the passage furnishes another 
example of é\Aoyéw, wh. is itself so rare, that 
I can add only a second, and that derived fr. an 
inscription in Boeckh, p. 850, and, as we may 
infer from the quarter whence it came, in pro- 
vinctal Greek: ay éA\Aoyoupévwy tats ueTpn- 
ceow—pelOpwy, and sack prob. was Paul's term, 
and if so, a Ciltctsm. 

20. For Kupiw, Ln., Tie., & Al. edit Xprore, 
fr. ACDFGL and 14 curss, [add Lam. 1182}, 
both the Syriac verss., and some ancient copies 
of the Vig., the Cop. & Atth. verss., and several 
fathers, Gr. & Lat. And on more mature con- 
sideration, I am induced to admit it, internal 
evidence tending to confirm competent external 
in its favour, since, as Reiche remarks, “ nec 
scribarum indolem sapit, orationem sic variasse, 
quippe qui potius sententias similes dicendi quo- 
que forma coequare amant. Ergo Apostolus 
ipse altero nomine Christi ad precedens Domens 
addito preceptis majorem vim et pondus addere 
voluisse putandus est.” 

2). For 6, Ln. edits &, fr. AC 17, 31, 73, Syr. 
& Cop. verss.; which Al. adopts, regarding t. 
rec. as a correcn to suit the circumstance of one 
request on/y having been made; while Tis. 2 & 
3 retains t. rec., whether rightly may be doubted, 
internal evidence being in favour of 2, where 
the plur. must not be too strictly pressed upon, 
being elsewhere in N. T. used, with a popular 
laxness of diction, for 6, e. g., Mk. xi. 23 & 37 

see my note), Joh. viii. 38, 1 Cor. iv. 6 
where @ is ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al.), 2 Tim. ii. 
, where o is ed. by them, and there, as well as 
at Joh. viii. 38, the point may be thought to 
involve an open question. 

23. For dowafovrat, Lu., Tis, & Al. ed. 
aowaterat, fr. ACDE and 9 or 10 curses. [add 
Lam. 11831, Mus. 5116, 16184}, Syr., Vig., 
Goth., Cop., Arm., & Ath. verss., with some 
Gr. & Lat. fathers. And internal evidence is 
somewhat in its favour, from its being the more 
difficult reading, and one less likely to be a cor- 
recn; and indeed a certain roughness of style, 
and irregularity of diction, is to be expected and 
may be tolerated at the conclusion of a familiar 
epietle. 


EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 


I. 1. For évydrwy, I have, with Gr., Matt., 
Sch., Ln, Tis., & Al., ed. éoydrov, fr. all the 
uncials and the great body of curss., exclus. of 
the Lam., all the Scr. exc. 1, and the best Mus. 
copies, confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch 
as a xa Twy is prob. a corrn of the later revisers 
rae eet by the kindred passages at 1 Pet. i. 20, 
& 2 Pet. iii. 3, where, however, the same fluc- 
tuation of reading exists (see my note); not so, 
however, as to throw any shade over the reading 
do xatou here, but rather so as to confirm its 
genuineness. 

Se aa ae ke 
+ T. alwv., fF. P 
37, 53 (et al., says Sch.; but iat are es 


alii ? I can only find Mus. 16184), with the later 
Syr. & the Vulg., It. a, e, f, Copt., Eus., Ath, 
ys et al., and confirmed by internal evidence, 
wh. is in its favour, the t. rec. being prob. a mere 
correcn of order, but not, as A]. pronounces, to 
introduce emphasis, however out of place, but, 
as so often eleewh., in order to raise the style; 
though it brings in a stiff and stilted expression 
in the place of that plainnees which characterizes 
this Epistle. Render: ‘by whom did he also 
make (create) the ages, all created things, 
which form the universe. 
3. For pépwy, the pavepay of B is, I still 
think, only an error of scribe for dvagiper, 
which, I conceive, arose fr. a gloss, th 
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that a very ancient and weighty one, q. d. 
‘bearing up,” equiv. to up enc: keeping in 
being. So Aret. ap. Leighton (prob. with this 
passage in mind) speaks of the great creator 
and wupholder of the universe. Comp. Pa. 
Ixxv. 3, ‘I bear up the pillars thereof.’ 
words 62’ éuvrov are cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, 
& Al., fr. ABD? 17, 46, 47,80 {add Mus. 11836], 
Vig., Lat., & Arm. verss., Cyr., Ps., Athan. ; and 
Al. pronounces the words agloss. But they have 
nothing glossematic in their character, as Tis. 
now perceives, who restores them, and who thinks 
the words were omitted ‘‘as troublesome to in- 
terpret,”’ and such, it was thought, as might be 
dispensed with, esp. since by their absence a 
seeming flaw in composn wd be wiped away by 
the removal of a tautology. As to Alford’s re- 
mark that my “strong argument in favour of the 
words in fact pronounces their condemnation,” 
it is surely too dogmatic. All that can justly be 
said is, that their absencein A & B may occasion 
a suspicion of their authenticity. This argu- 
ment, as based on the t antiquity of those 
MSS., wd be stron indeed, were it not for the 
tamperings with and corruptions of the original 
text which perpetually occur therein. But, under 
such circumstances, we are not only warranted 
in retaining, but are bound to retain, however 
within brackets, words wh. were in the text as 
early as the time when the Pesch. Syr. vers. was 
formed. As respects nuwy after, 1am now ready 
to admit that internal evidence is rather against 
it, inasmuch as it may be insititious, though only 
as a supplementary insertion of a scholiast to 
fully develope the sense; not, as Bleek and Alf. 
suppose, “a doctrinal correcn, to show that the 
sins were not his own,” but simply as a filling up 
of the construction, probly by reminiscence of 
Rev. i. 6, Aovc. Au. &wo Twv duapT. Huw», 
where Ln. & ‘Tis. first expunged, and then re- 
stored, ju. On the whole, since Paul may have 
meant to use the expression generaliter, as at 
Col. i. 14 & in Acts ii. 38, I have bracketed the 


word, 

8. Before paBé. I wd now, with Ln., Tis. 3, 
& Al., insert «ai, fr. ABD!E!M 17, It. d, e, Vig., 
Aw., Tol.,al., Ath. vv. & Cyr. I had before, with 
Tis., declined receiving the «ai, but I now see 
that internal evidence confirms strong external 
testimony in its favour ; and hence it is admitted 
by Hoffmann, who, however, has misconceived 
the construcn, to the great detriment of the sense. 
I wd, moreover, point thus: alwyos* xai paBe., 
with Tis., who well shows how the «ai came to 
be lost. The wording of the clause is in three 
ways tampered with in ABM 17 & Cyr. 

1. dcamévars in DEM 23, 53, 67, & V)g., is 
a mere corrn for adaptation to a@woAourras; 
though the pres. ie used for the fut. to intimate a 
certainty as absolute as if present; and the 
prepn dia intimates continuity of endurance 
throughout all changes. 


II. 1. wpoady. sju., ed. by Ln., Tis, & Al., 
fr. ABCD 93, Athan., seems merely an arbitrary 
correcn of order suggested by the Vulg. vers. 
The order wpoc. ju. wepio. in No. 17 shows us 
what to think of this. 

7. The words which I have double-brackd are 
cancd by Matth., Gr., Sch., Tis., & Al., fr. 
BD3KL & 65, excl. of nearly all the Lam. & 
Scr. (exc. 0), and nearly all the Mus. copies, 
They were doubtless inserted fr. the Sept. 

8. For év ydp ro, Ln. and Tis, 3 edit év rp 
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yap, fr. ACKLM 23. But Tis. had better have 
retained gy yap ro, with Al. & myself, since 
the passages which he adduces in justification of 
that order do not hinder but that it may here 
have been brought in by petty critics. See my 
note on Joh. ix. 30, where had Al. brought to 
mind this passage and his decision here, he might 
possibly have been induced to decide otherwise 
there. The lst avrw, abs. in B, d, e, was prob. 
expunged by critics in order to remove a tau- 
tology ; and this is confirmed by the omission of 
the second avtw in a few other copies and Theoph. 
For ya@gere is found ywpie in M 67%, counte- 
msnced by some Syriac MSS., also Orig. & 
Theod. Mops., Theod., & others. How this 
marginal pom (for such it is, as Gr., Sch., 
Meyer, & Tis. are agreed) crept into the text, 
see the critics adduced by Al. and his strictures 
on the various hypotheses. As to myself, I am 
content to take the view propounded by Tis. in 
his 3rd edn (which is less improbable than the 
others), & I adduce it in his own words : “ ywpis 
Beov collato 1 Cor. xv. 27, ad v. 8 ovdiy ag. a. 
dvuror. notatum videtur, indeque ansa data dog- 
matice emendationi. Si revera ywpis ab apo- 
stolo scriptum fuisset, nemo id cum yxapite per- 
mutaturus fuisset.” 

10. adrwy after apy. THs ow. is abs. fr. 
N. 34 alone (Cov. 5), and although the recent 
editors have omitted to notice the variation, 
Dr. Mill regards it as preserving the true readiu 
of the Apostle, for, adds he, ‘quis sanus illu 
avtoy expunrerit?” True; but it might by ac- 
cident be omitied, either owing to the carelessness 
of a scribe—and the one who wrote the MS. in 
question was, I can testify from extensive colla- 
tion, peculiarly careless; or it might be expunged 
by arash critic, who, having in mind Acts iii. 15, 
Tov apynyov THs beite, and Heb. xii. 2, roy 
THs wigtews apyx., thought that 77° ow. should 
here be taken in its most extensive sense, of 
salvation gezerally. But the context shows 
that there is an especial reference to the many 
sons before spoken of, as the sulyect of the as- 
sertion. The passage is ably handled by Thom. 
Aquin., Hyper., Kst.,and Calv., from whose dis- 
cussions it is clear that the avtwy cannot be 
dispensed with. 

4. For capx. kal atu., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
alu. xai capx., fr. ABCDEM 37, 47, 53, some 
very ancient Lat. copies, together with the Cop. 
& later Syr. verss., also Orig., Eus., Ath., Cyr., 
et al.; and internal evidence being in its favour, 
as presenting an unusual but not unexampled 
order, it may be the Rae reading. 

18. avros was in DE placed before wéov8, 
in order to impart an emphasis and force to the 
aes The «ai inserted after w éov8. in the 

lg. was intended to produce the same effect. 


o 


III. 1. Ihave brackd, and Ln., Tis., & Al. have 
cancd ypror. before "Ine., fr. ABC!DIM & 10 
cures. [add Lam. 1184]: and the reading ‘Ine. 

., found in many curss., excl. of almost all the 
Ta & Syr. copies, confirms the ‘Ine. singly, 
wh. is also strengthened by the testimony of 
several ancient verss. and fathers, 

2. SAw before r. ofxw is cancd by Ln. & Al. 2, 
fr. B, Cop., Sah., and Ar. verss. & Ambr.; but 
retained by Al., and restored by Tis. in 3rd ed., 
who remarks: ‘Qua testimonia gravia sunt, 
eoque graviora quod nec v. 5, nec Numb. xii. 7, 
lectio fluct., nostro vero loco wiordv maximum 
momentum habet, non dAw. Nihilominus et 
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negligentia et ratione hoc potiesimum loco omitti 
poterat; ratione ab iis maxime qui éy dAw &c., 
ad Jesum referebant.”’ This is confirmed by the 
fact, that in not a few other passages of the 
N. T., the critics, stumbling at what they thought 
superfluous, nay somewhat overcharged in the 
use of SAos, removed the word, which Ln. and 
other moderna editors have expunged. as in Matt. 
xxi. 4 (where see my note), xxvi. 59, Acts xix. 
29, éwANoOn 4 wWoALs GA, where SAn is abs. fr. 
B, as here from A & 2 of their usual followers, 
13 & 40, with the Vlg., and is expunged by Ln., 
-Tis., & Al., but, as 1 have shown, a 

3. For d0&ns otr., Ln., Tis., & Al. ed. obr. 
é6f., fr. ABCDE 37, 43, 116, d,e, & Chrys. And 
this is probably the ancient original order of the 
words, and the other a mere transposn of critics 
or reviaers of later times, in order to bring otros 
nxapa Mwo. together with wAciovos do€n¢ as the 
more natural order, not aware that, as Al. ob- 
serves, ‘it is characteristic of the present writer 
to separate words constructed together by an em- 
phatic word.” 

4, +a before wdvra is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., from ABC!D1EKM 17, 57, 673, 117, et al. 
multi, says Tis.; but what are those alii? I can 
find none. The +a has place in all the Lam., 
Scr., & Mus. copies; and it is prob. genuine, 
internal evidence being rather in its favour, as 
more likely to have been lost by carelessness of 
scribe than inserted by critics, who wd scarcely 
be aware that propriety of language here requires 
the art., the sense being ‘the whole of the uni- 
verse,’ a propriety elsewh. invariably observed b 
Paul. See supr. ii. 10, 1 Cor. viii. 6, xv. 28, 
Col. i. 16 bis, where though Ln. removes the 
va, yet Tis. & Al. retain it, as they ought to 
have done here, aware as they might have been 
that in almost all the passages where the expres- 
sion Ta wavra occurs, a few MSS. more or less 
omit the art. See Rom. xi. 32, 1 Cor. x. 11, 
xii. 19, Col. iii. 11. Occasionally, however, 
where wdayra occurs in the text, a few MSS. 
prefix ra, e.g. in ] Tim. vi. 17 (in A and a few 
curss., wrongly adopted by Ln.), 1 Cor. ii. 15, 
where 7va@ has been inserted, on rather strong au- 
thority, by Ln. & Tis., though inconsiderately 
rejected by Al. .As to] Cor. ix. 22, the thing is 
not so certain, but from what I have said there is 

at reason to think that the case, as respects ta 

fore wavta, comes under the same category as 
the reading here. See my note. 

6. On more mature consideration of the dis- 

uted point of reading, as concerns the 7rep after 
éav, my judgment is that internal evidence is 
rather against it, as more likely to have been 
added fr. v. 14 & vi. 3, than removed for no par- 
ticular reason. Yet since iaywep no where else 
occurs in N. T. exc. in this book, and considering 
that St. Paul, Pes used it twice, was likely to 
use it a third time, { cannot go further than to 
place. it in single brackets, esp. since petty en- 
clitics, from being conjoined to the word to wh. 
they belong, and expressed by abbreviation, are 
not unfrequently passed over by scribes. On the 
other hand, 1am now disposed to exclude the 
words wéxpt Tédous BeBaiav, though on the 
authority of only B, the Eth.-Rom. & Cop. 
verss., together with 2 Lat. fathers, internal 
evidence compensating for slender external, since 
ee mons were likely to be interpolated from 


9. Iam now disposed to double-bracket the ue 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. DSE7LM 17 only, 
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the als of Sch. being nought, and the 37 of Al. 
non-exietent, ‘este iv. It was prob. intro- 
duced from the Sept., as also the reading éy do«:- 
macia, so difficult to be accounted for, but so 
indispensably necessary to be adopted and made 
the best of, though bad is the best. 

10. For éxeivy, Lu., Tis, & Al. edit raéry, 
fr. ABD!M 17, 23, 37, 623, Vig., Clem., Did. ; 
and, they suppose ix. to have been a corrn fr. the 
Sept. But that it shd have got into all the copies 
exc. 8 is less probable than that in those 8 
vatty shd have been a correcn of critics to a 
term they thought more definite and pointed, 
not being aware that éxe/vy is still more capable 
of that force, on wh. see Matth. Gr. Gr. § 472, 2; 
besides that they would prob. bring to mind the 
use of rTavTy with rH yey. at Matt. xii. 15, Mk. 
viii. 12 & 38, and so brought it in here. I cannot 
think with Al. that the change from the Sept. 
was made by the writer himself, to extend 
the saying (by making yevea thus import the 
whole 5 ewish race) over the then /évtng race, as 
well as that which provoked God in the wilder- 
ness. Comp. the forcible use of éx. in the phrase 
"1 juépa éxeivn, a8 denoting the day of Christ's 
coming. 

13. Gr.,Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. remove the ree 
before i€ bua to after it, from BDEKL; and 
Al. thinks t. rec. is “a transposn in neglect of 
the emphasis.” But it is more probable that the 
reading in those few copies was a corrn in order 
to impart emphasis, as has happened so very oft 
elsewhere. There seems, however, no place for 
emphasis, and the order presented in those ancient 
copies has in its stately manner what attests the 

enuineness of the pealia ; and since it is found 
in all the Lam. exc. 1196, all the Scr., and the 
most ancient Mus. copies, I wd now adopt it; 
as also, on the same ground of internal evidence, 
fortified by far stronger external testimony, ros 
xP: yey., fr. ABCDEHM 37, 53, 73, d,e, f, Vlg., 
rig., Cyr., Dam. The best mode of rendering 
will be, ‘for partakers of Christ (i.e. in the 
spiritual union with Him) have we become and 
are, if, at least, we do (but). hold fast... Such is 
the full sense of the words, in wh. there is at 
yeyov. and éaywep a of meaning, 
and in the latter an allusion to the condition im- 
plied in day, fortified by the wep, wh. in this 
context is equiv. to ya, , as also in the 
sage of Hdot. vi. 57, compared by Al. That 
Uroor. signifies metonymice, in its full 
well-grounded con , sure trust, I have shown 
in my Lex. N. T. inv. § 1, establishing this 
har idiom fr. Polyb. iv. 5,10, vi. 55, 2, 
iod. Sic. vol. iv. 62, Jos. Ant. xviii. 1, 6, and 
Sept. in Ps. xxxix. 8, Ruth i. 12, Ex xix. 5 
Hence it seems to have been a term of 
vincial, namely, Macedonian, Syrian, & Alexn 
Greek; though in the passages of the Sept., it 
does not rise so high in sense, signifying only a 
firm dependence, a cheerful trust. The use of the 
word at 1 Cor. ix. 4 & xi. 17, in the fadf sense 
above stated, is a strong confirmation of the 
Pauline origin of this Epistle. With the pas- 
sage of Jos., of wh. the words are 76 dgevad- 
Aaktoy aitwy THs Uxoordoews, their unquail- 
ing confidence (lit. ‘a bearing op) bad resee- 
tors, scil. devotes (‘death in all its shapes’), 
comp. the passage of Diod. Sic., 3} i» Bacarect 
Urootacts TIS Wuxns. 


IV. 2. The perplexity here complained of, 
owing to the number of var. lectt, may be 
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greatly diminished by excluding such variations 
as are nierely dialectical and concern matical 
rks as cee 93 arf modes - forming the 
perf. . of cvyxepavyupst, namely, h— mu— 
ares wh. see Buttm., Gr. § 133, 5. Of the 
form xu— I can find no certain proofs that it ever 
existed ; and the authority for it here adduced is 
only that of 7 curss.; though Scholz ebjoine et 
alis permulti. I can only find Lam. 1185, 1 m., 
Scr. k, ]}}, m, Mus. 5116, 19288, and it seems 
to have been a mere error of scribes, who oft 
confound single with double consonants. The 
form -cnuévoe rests on strong authority, namely, 
ABCDM and above 10 curse. Butalthough the 
form cy in the peor: aor. 1, xepacBeis and 
ovyKxepacOzis, oft occurs in Plato, and occasion- 
ally in other writers, yet no where, I apprehend, 
do we find xéxpaymat, much less xexpappivos, 
though xexepacuévoe and Kexpapévos are con- 
founded by the scribes in two es, one of 
Appian, the other of Adamant. referred to by 
Lobeck on Phryn. p. 582. Accordingly, there is 
no doubt that cvyxexpaypu. was here an error of 
scribes. Thus the real variations are only such 
as respect the case of the iciples, whether 
-ptvos or -pévoue, whether the dative dxovcacty 
or genit. dxovodyrwy: and external authority 
for the accus. -ove is far superior to that for the 
nowin. -oc, amounting to ABCD!M & 10 curss., 
excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 90, 96, Scr. f, g, 
h, 19, o, Mus. 11836, 16184, Cov. 3, 4, 5; also 
for ovy:xpacpévovs DIEKL & 60 cures. Now, 
as s the course taken by editors in this puz- 
zling matter, Tis. in his Ist ed. reads cuvyxepac- 
pévour, wh. had been adopted by Ln., and has 
since been by Al.; though in his 2nd and 3rd 
edd. Tis. has restored t. rec. cuyxexpauévoc, wh. I 
have all along retained, and still think the only 
tenable one. And the slenderness of external tes- 
timony, besides being strengthened by the Syr., 
Vig., It., & Arab. verse. & fathers, is fully com- 
peneated by internal evidence being quite in its 
favour, since, in whatever way the accus. may 
be handled, it is, as Owen & Mackn. have shown, 
incapable of any satisfactory explanation. If it 
be asked how came a reading so utterly unsuit- 
able to have crept into so many copies, I answer 
because the scribes might easily confound os 
and ovs, and were likely to inadvertently read 
os for ove, owing to the occurrence of ovs just 
before, and wh. a scribe would be likely to think 
connected with it. As to the reading edited by 
Al., it really rests on very slender evidence, 
only M and a few cures. and Theod. Mops., 
though his citation confirms the use of the accus. 
-ous rather than of the form -ou, wh. was prob. 
rovincial, and so employed by Theod. The 
rshness involved in the accus. reading doubt- 
less occasioned the three modes of tampering 
which took place, in order to bolster up the 
accus. -ovs, and lessen the difficulties connected 
with it, which however are not to be overcome, 
at least are not so overcome as to justify Al. in 
defying all difficulties, so that the accus. plur. be 
but “‘inflexibly maintained.” As regards the 
ratio @ at cuyxexpapévos, I have al- 
ready treated on it. Suffice it to say, that the 
metaphor seems one formed fr. such a blending 
together of substances, which admit of amalga- 
mution, as that they shall quite cvalesce, so as to 
form an entire union, as in the pa of Thu- 
cyd. vi. 18, Menand. and Plut., which I have 
adduced in my note and in my Lex. N. T. in 
voce, in all wh. passages this very verb ovyx. is 
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used. As respects the words following, vote 
dxovcaaw, the critics would not have tam 
with, nor the expositors have stumbled at them, 
had they been aware that the words are datives 
of circumstunce. See Kihn. and Jelf’s Gr., 
§ 603, |, who well adduce Thucyd. i. 84, ev- 
pperees ovx éEvBpioav. Ladd Appian, vol. i. 
, 93, & Dionysius Hal. 1. vii. 48, rots 
aywouy te UBe. So, too, the words were taken 
by the Pesch. Syr. translator; for as to the mode 
of rendering propounded by Al., ‘cum iis,’ it is 
quite inadmissible, because the Syriac preposn 
means unto, in the sense as regards. The purpose 
of the dat. of circumstance is here to point at a 
iten case, q.d. ‘in the case of those who had 
eard it; agreeable to which is the rendering of 
the Syriac vers. in the Polygl., lit. ‘were the 
hearers of it.’ 

3. The reading eloepywueba is found not 
only in AC & 17, but in Lam. 1182 and the 
Leic. MS. 1 m., teste Scriv.; and indeed 
Jackson, in his MS. Gr. Test., who, with Pfaff, 
thinks it more suitable to the context and to the 
scope of the ratiocination. I cannot agree with 
them. [I still think that the pres. ind. here is 
used a8 gxouew at the not dissimilar passage of 
Rom. v. 1, éxouev, where see note. As respects 
the construction of the context, v. 2, it is semi- 
parenthetic, and the yap at v. 3 has a resumptive 
force, q.d., ‘ For I say, we who did believe (i.e. 
embraced) the Gospel preached are likewise to 
enter in the rest.” Critics, not aware of this 
force of the yap, altered it, as in so many other 
passages, to obv, as in ACM & several curss,, or 
to the dé, as in others. 

6. dwoXsiwerae means lit., ‘it is left away, 
remaineth over,’ dwouéves, as Hesych. explains, 
copying doubtless from the @ Sacre of 
ancient times, formed fr. the earliest scholia. 
Of this impersonal use I know no other ex- 
ample, for as to the passage of Polyb. cited by 
Al., itwis amodrelwerat cwrnpias, it only suits 
the two other passages, at v. 9, dod. caBBaric- 
wos, & x. 26, dor. Svaia, though there I grant 
the impers. use may have been intended, as 
serving to intensity of sense. 

7. For elpyra:, Ln., Tis., & Al. read wrposip. 
fr. AB}CD! & 10 curss., Vig., It. f, Cop., the 
Syr., Arm., & Ar. verss., Cyr., Chrys. theod., 
confirmed by internal evidence, if at least the 
mode of accounting for the origin of the two 
readings elpnr. and wposipnt. suggested by Al. 
be adopted; and on that pound would now 
edit wpoeipnrat. , 

12, re after Wuyae is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCHL & 10 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
851, Scr.k, Mus.-Cov. 2& 4], with Orig. 3, Eus., 
Ath., Epiph., Cyr. ; rightly, it would seem, since 
the re is quite indefensible. But how, we may 
ask, came what is so objectionable into all the 
copies exc. very few? I cannot but suspect that 
the original reading was ye, evex, and that the 
intensity of sense imparted by the particle being 
unperceived, the scribes were likely to read it as 
if te, wh. so oft comes before «ai. Render: 
‘yea, reaching through, even to a dividing of 
soul and spirit.’ 

15. Further and repeated consideration of the 

uzzling question, as to the true reading here, 
Fas only confirmed me in the opinion of the 
genuineness of that which I have all along 
adopted, wemetpapévoy, rae against the judg- 
ment of Gr., Sch., Ln., & Al., since no incom- 
petent external testimony exists for it, namely, 
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CKL, and, as Griesb. reckons, nearly 30 curss., 
to wh. add Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 91, 94,95 1 m., 96, 
all the Scr. & all the Mus. copies, exc. one or 
two of mean quality, Orig. 2, Epiph. 3, Cyr., 
Gr. Nyss. 8, Chrys., Theod., Ecum., et al., edd. 
Compl. Erasm., & Steph., and confirmed by 
internal evidence, inasmuch a8 wemetpau. was 
more likely to be altered by critics and revisers 
into the more usual form of the particip. than 
the reverse. Nay, -aou- may part y have come 
from scribes, who were prob. well acquainted 
with the form. My judgment as to the matter 
is strengthened by the suffrage of Matth. & Tis. 
2 & 3, the latter of whom ably discusses the in- 
ternal evidence as follows: ‘In eundem sine 
dubio sensum atque -pacuévoy adhibitum. Id 
ipsum quod etiam aliter ac pro nexu inepte 
accipi poterat, fecit ut substitueretur -pacuévoy, 
quemadmodum et Act. ix. 26, ab antiquiss. 
codd. aliq. cum éwelpaXew usitatissimo commu- 
tatum est. Nihil vero ad mutandum were:- 
pacuivoy pregresso modo ii. 18 incitare pote- 
rat.” The same confounding of the two words 
by critics occurs in Thucyd. vi. 54, where a few 

SS. have weipac@eis, also at Acts ix. 26 
where the pure Greek was to be expected from 

k.), nara , ératpato, ‘he essayed.’ Comp. 
Acts xxvi. al éwetpwvro diaxerp., where éweip. 
was altered by critics to éweipuZov, prob. sug- 
gested by a scholium. 

16. Why I have edd éAzos, fr. ABCDK, and 
not a few curss. [add Lam. 1195, Scr. g 2 m.], 
will appear fr. my notes on xii. 7 & xxiii. 23. 


V. 3. For dia tratrnv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
& avriy, fr. ABCD 7 (not 17, a8 Al.), 80, Vig. 
& Cop. verss., Cyr., & Theod. But it destroys 
the emphasis, which rests on the pronoun; and 
the reading may, after all, have arisen fr. error 
of scribes, who took it for dia aviv, esp. since 
dcatavtTny may have been written in some very 
ancient MSS., and prob. is in some modern ones ; 
nay, Scriv. attests its occurrence in the Letc. 
MS. By the removal of the emphasis the force 
of the sense is not a little impaired, wh. is re- 

uired by the context to be, ‘and by reason of 
this {infirmity ‘clinging to him’}.’ However, 
after all, the original reading seems to have been 
airny, wh. elsewh. carries an emphasis sufficient 
for the occasion; and exx. of it are not unfre- 
quent. Suffice it to adduce Acts viii. 32, 9 dé 
wepioxt yy ais n (where a few copies, as Scr. p, 
have auvti}, by the same error of scribes as hare): 
Joh. xvii. 3, alirn éoriv 7 alwuos Cw. Joh. v. 
3, airy éoriv 1 dyawn, Joh. i. 19; 1 Cor. ix. 3, 
9 &un aworoyia ality ioriv, where Al. points 
out the emphasis Jost by the transposn in AB. 
On further consideration as to the point of 
reading, whether b7ép or wepi is to be preferred, 
Paul may very well have written wip, as being 
equally or more suitable; and where he has so 
employed it, it is oft altered to wepi, e. g. Rom. 
i. d. 1 Cor. i. 13, 2 Cor. i. 8, Gal. i. 4, Col. ii. 1, 
1 Thess. iii. 2, v.]0; and so in Mk. xiv. 24, 
Joh. i. 35, Acts xii. 5,xxvi. 1. Yet in some of 
those passages epi is the true reading, as it may 
be here; and considering that internal evidence 
rather confirms not incompetent external tes- 
timony, namely, ABC'D 17, 31, 47,73, 118 {add 
Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 95,96, Mus. 5116, 16184, 
19288], I do not object to its adoption; though 
I cannot brin i to think that so correct a 
writer as Pau wd have used three wepi's in suc- 
cession within so short a space; and hence I 
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must still retain the reading Uxip duapr., as in 
Gal. i. 4, regarding xepl as a corrn of Swip, even 
where it is undeniably called for and adopted by 
the editors. So in 1 Thess. v. 10, awoVavorres 
dip tjuwy is altered to wept in B & 17; and 
bawéo here is confirmed by tn/r. ix. 7, rpocpinn 
mip é «.7.r. &yvonu. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 21, 
Xp. wal. iwip ruc (whereonly A has wepi), 
and iv. l,wa@. iwip nuwy. It is true that at ! 
Pet. iii. 18 we have Xprotés—wepi auaptisv 
éwaQe (where see my note), which may seem to 
confirm the reading, yet only so far as to prove 
that Paul meyht have so written had the context 
and the rules of good composition permitted; 
which, however, is not the case. 

4. T have, with Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis, 
& Al.,excluded 6 before xaAovu., fr. ABC!IDEK 
& 33 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 85, Ser. h, k, 1, m, 0, 
& several Mus. copies), confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as it was far more likely to have 
been inserted than removed: inserted, however, 
by ignorant critics, since, as Bp. Middl. has 
shown, “‘ far from assisting, it disturbs the sense.” 
On even stronger authority, confirmed by the 
best Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, and by internal 
evidence, the 6 before "Aaowv has been canced, 
and I have excluded both. I cannot equally 
agree with the recent editors as regards caBawep, 
for wh. Ln., Tis., & Al. read «a@wowep, fr. 
ABC(qy?)D! & Dam., but no curss., for the 
17 of Al. is non-existent; though I can supply 
its place by Lam. 1185! (wh. escaped the notice 
of Mr. Scriv.) and Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill. 
But the word is one of too late Greek to have 
been known to Paul, the earliest known authority 
being above three centuries later than his age, 
though, as being used by the latest & least pure 
Gr. writers, it was likely to be known to the 
critics ; or it may have arisen, as I have shown, 
by error of scribe, owing to which it has else- 
where crept into the purest Gr. writers, e. g. 
Aristoph. Eo. 716, where the best MSS. have 
Kxabworwep. At Rom. xii. 4, xabawep was altered 
to xaBwe, as we find fr. DEFG, where, however, 
La. rejected xa8ws, while in the present place he 
has strenuously supported and adopted it, pase i 
resting on no foundation. I suspect that in 
original Grk of FG xa8worep had place, both 
at Rom. xii. 4 & here, but since the original Gr. 
is lost, the Latin versions, alone extant, will not 
prove ite existence therein. 

9. Ln. & Al. remove wdoww from after roie 
axov. attw, to before those words, on strong 
authority, indeed, ABCDE and 10 curas. [add 
Mus.-Cov. 2], but not confirmed by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as such a futile correen was 
more likely to pertain to the 16 copies than ai! 
the rest. Tis. 2 & 3 has retained the received 
order, well reat | that ‘‘ nemo ex hoe loco 
(i. e. in AB &) puleurus fuisset; contra vere 
ubi simili modo postpositum est, quod rare &t, 
porumae alienum manum subiit, ut Le. vii. 

, Joh. xvi. 13,” . 


VI. 3. For wrotjoouev, Al. edits -coopey, fr. 
ACDE and 30 curss. [add Lam. 1184, 85!, 99, 
Scr. 1, n, 0, Mus. 5116}. But I still, with La 
& Tis., retain -couev, internal evidence being. 
as Tis. shows, quite in its favour, remarking. 
“ad depwue8a accommodatum -capep; -oo- 
pe8a vero suam vim habere videtur.”* 

7. woAXanes is by Ln., Tis, & Al. trans- 
ferred from before to after py duevor, on the 
slender authority of BDE 37, 116. But it seems 
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either an aberration of scribes, or a capricious 
alteration of order by critics. 

9. For xpel-rrova, Ln., Tis., & Al. read xpzia~ 
cova, fr. almost all the uncials and many curss., 
to wh. [cd add several Lam., Ser., & Mus. copies : 
but the reading perpetually varies, and elsewhere 
the best uncials have —-7r, and in this book 
that form is peculiarly strong. In short, it wd 
seem baa doubtful whether the form —oo was 
ever used by the writers of the N. T. Yet in 
the Sept. the form rather preponderates, esp. in 
the Proverbs. 

10. In deference to the united judgment of 
Griesb., Sch., Lu., Tis., & Al., I am disposed to 
acquiesce in the exclusion of the words Tov xo- 
wov, which I had heretofore single-brackd ; 
though I must stil] maintain that internal evi- 
dence is not decidedly against them. Why they 
shd have been interpolated it is difficult to say, 
esp. since they are rot, what Al. pronounces, a 
gloss. They may have crept into the text from 
ancient originals wh. had marginal scholia. And 
as those did sometimes contain parallel passages, 
so it might be here. But the here & at 
1 Thess. i. 3 are not parallel, and at the latter 
the removal] could not take place. 

14. For 4 wav, Ln , Tis. 3, & Al. read ef ui, 
fr. ABD'EL and 5 curss., to wh. I can make no 
addition ; but that it is the most ancient reading 
cannot be doubted,—and that it is the genuine 
reading is, though not certain, yet probable. It 
might, indeed, partly have arisen from itacism, 
or from inadvertence of scribes; but though » 
& a: are perpetually confounded by scribes, yet 
it wd be to little purpose to resort to that prin- 
ciple here, since it could lead to no determina- 
tion of the point. That el uv, where class. pro- 
priety of language wd require #j «iv, does occur 
not unfrequently in the Sept., is certain; but it 
is almost confined to the use of the idiom as a 

Sormula Letra as here. So that the probabi- 
lity wd be that Paul did write ei uv, notwith- 
standing that another Jew (Joseph. Ant. v. 1, 2) 
used # 4, as found in all the copies. And this 
parsed is brought almost to a certainty by 
the fact, that in the paseage of the Sept., from 
which the quotation was made, el «my is not only 
in A, but 3 1 m. (teste Maio), ag aleo in 3 other 
uncials and a few ancient curse.; also at Gen. 
xlii. 16, ci xs is found in A & 2 other uncials, 
and one curs. It is indeed not in B, not howr by 
there being a gap in the original, but only as being 
paseed over by the scribe, or removed by-a critic 
unaware of its force, thinking it worse than use- 
less after el dé ur}. As respects the origin of 
the idiom, strongly Hellenistic as it is, one can- 
not doubt that it arose from that Hebraism in 
oaths, solemn engagements, & strong affirma- 
tions, whereby the apodosis or imprecatio being 
omitted, el, like Heb. oye, came to imply the 
negative, not, as in this very book supr. iii. 11, 
iv. 3, 5, and oft in, the Sept. 

16. wéy is can@Pby Lon., fr. ABD 47, 52, & 
Cyr., but retained by Tis. & Al., with reason, 
since this uéy standing alone, not followed by 
éi, was likely to be erpunged, as it oft is (see 
Mk. ix. 12, Acta iii. 13, xix. 4 (where the very 
same uncials as those here omit the pi», wh. there 
too is caned by Ln.], Rom. i. 8, xiv. 20, 1 Cor. iii. 
4, xii. 28, 2 Cor. xi. 4, xii. 12, Col. ii, 23, 
1 Thess. ii. 18, Heb. xii. 9, James iii. 17). 

19. gyxwpey for Zxouev, found in DE and a 
few cures. {add Mus. 11836], is not an error of 
scribes like gxouew for Zxwpev at v. 18, in KL 
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and several curss., but a correcn of critics to in- 
troduce the dortatory sense, as more useful hom:- 
letice, as at Rom. v. 1, where see my note. If 
that reading were genuine, we should render éy. 
by ‘keep hold, Fast, equiv. to xaTéxousy, a8 
wd be required by the emphasis; but according 
to gxousy, there can be none. And yet the 
context requires a strong sense to be ascribed to 
€xouev, wh., accordingly, should be rendered, 
as xpaTHoa: requires, ‘hold,’ equiv. to ‘ have 
and hold, implying continuity of possession, as 
in the law ane ‘to have pa to hold :’ == Lat. 
‘tenere. For dopadi, dodadiqv is ed. in Tis, 
3, fr. ACD!; and he adds in justification of 
this step, the following note: ‘‘ Istiusmodi 
forma aliquoties in edd, paucis inveniuntur, ut 
aotepay Me. ii. 10, in C, yespav ad Mt. ix. 18, 
in L, Mt. xii. 13, & Le. vi. 8, in minuse., Me. 
i. 41 in A (& Lam. 1186), day ad Act. xiv. 12, 
in DEGH aliisque, cepeav ad Heb. x. 21, in L, 
aporvay, etxovav, & pnvav ad Rev. xii. 13, 14, 
xxii. 2,in A, vyeny, Joh. vii. 23, in L, ovyye- 
yyv, Rom. xvi. 11,in AD*, wovoyernv, Heb. xi. 
17, in D*, de:y@evrav, Heb. viii. 5, in DE” 
(wh. howr is a mere barbarism from error of 
scribe). ‘‘ Quibus ex testimoniis sequitur, pas- 
sim vix dubium esse quin ex recentiore usu 
fluxerint, aliquoties vero antiquissime# scrip- 
ture reliquias videri posse. Propterea plerum- 
que eas a textu arcere cautum ac necessarium 
est, nisi quod et Act. xiv. 12, et hoc ipso 
loco pres ceteris recipiendas esse, testium gra- 
vitas et constantia legum nostrarum critica- 
rum suadent.” To the above forms may be 
added +rdév dvapévny & rov eiociBny (adduced 
by Bekker, Anecd. p. 1233), rpixay oft occur- 
ring in the ancient MSS. of N. T., and @uyaré- 
pay occurring yet more frequently, also occa- 
sionally yuxray in the same class of MSS. l- 
most all those forms oft occur in the most an- 
cient copies of the Sept., and of the Evang. & 
Act. Ap., Apocrypha, ed. by Tis., likewise in 
the Patrum Apost. Opera, ed. by Dressel, & the 
Constit. Apost., Ultzen. I have elsewhere treated 
on this dark subject, and shown on what principle 
these peculiar forms were framed. They were not 
mere novelties ‘media et infime Grecitatis,’ but 
of great antiquity (as appears from their being 
found in the earliest Greek inscriptions in the 
Corpus Inserr. by Boeckh), and continued in use 
when laid aside (if ever they had been used) in 
the language of books, in the ordinary parlance 
of common life, so as to be well known to the 
ancient scribes, who, it seems, inadvertently in- 
troduced them. Such being the state of the 
case, I cannot ratify the course taken by Tis. in 
admitting even two of them, on the score of the 
testium gravitas, and the constantia legum crili- 
carum, i.e. ‘hts own.’ But surely DEGH have 
no great weight against ABC, and even those in 
such a case have little; not to say that the con- 
stantia of critical canons js not so stiff as to ad- 
mit of no relaxation. Al. has exercised a wise 
discretion in not admitting the form in ques- 
tion even in the two exceptional cases. He 
might have extended it to such forms as édidero, 
awédero, (EédeT70, ixabeploOn, and other glar- 
ing anomalies which come under the same cate- 
gory as the above, and sprung from careless pro- 
nunciation as colloquialisms. As respects neé- 
Cw, ed. by Ln. in Joh. v. 36, fr. ABEGML 
and many curss., it is a mere barbarism. 


VII. 1. For o before cuvayr., Ln. & Al. 
00 
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read os, fr. ABC°DEK and 2 curss., to wh. I 
can add nothing: and it may be a mere error 
of scribes, who joined the initials of the next 
word, which was then inadvertently adopted by 
careless revisers, It is, however, very possible 
that os is the genuine reading, since the s might 
be absorbed in the following s; but if the por- 
tion between bWiorov and péver be, as Kuin., 
Griesb., Muralto, & myself, with other editors, 
suppose,—as appears by their having kept it 
apart by lines, as I have done,—parenthetic, then 
the relative os would be inadmissible, and the 
art. 6 at Medy. would, as Bp. Middl. has 
shown, be indispensable. Al., indeed, admits 
that 6 cuvayt. is “by far the simpler con- 
strucn,” since in oc we must assume an anaco- 
luthon, and, I wd add, a very harsh one, which 
the writer would hardly have here fallen into, 
since it quite breaks up the construcn, and is, as 
such, peculiarly obnoxious in this most length- 
ened period, with its exceedingly long-drawn 
parenthesis—though its matter is of ac ter 
uite renthetic, a8 consisting of a series of 
clauses; which, however, do not all belong to 
the sulyject, but are only accessory members, 
exegetical in character. Accordingly, it was in- 
dispensably necessary that nothing should be 
done by anacoluthon to obscure the faintly marked 
construcn, esp. because it must draw off atten- 
tion from the words, to which all the foregoing 
matter points; and which may be said to form 
the main and leading idea of the sentence ; other- 
wise the nerve of the whole passage, which rests 
on the principal verb ugves, wd be cut asunder, 
and an anomaly of composition be involved, 
such as is quite unprecedented even in so abstruse 
a writer as Th ; Under these circum- 
stances, I have chosen, with Tis. 2 & 3, to re- 
tain t. rec. even at the hazard of participating in 
the censure thrown by Al. on De Wette, though 
unjustly, since so well-informed a critic as is 
his censor, cannot but know that the canon of 
criticism, wh. he thinks broken by De Wette & 
myself, has its exceptions ; and there is no 
any where occurring which so imperatively de- 
mands the relaxation of the neral rule, 

3. I must, with Ln., decline receiving aq@- 
Omotwpévos, on such slender evidence.as CDEL 
& 3 curss. (to which, however, I can add Mus.- 
Cov. 2, omd by Mill), because the w, which 
class. propriety requires, might in those 7 MSS., 
three of them full of errors, of which this might 
be one, pass into o, as perpetually occurs. Be 
sides, the most ancient copies have the double 
augment, which Plato, who oft uses the word, 
always employs. 

4, ‘HXixos, for wznXixos in D! is a mere cor- 
recn of the Alexn, Hellenistic, & later Gr., one 
of very forcible sense. The é2, wh. introduces 
the circumstance now subjoined, is well ren- 
dered in the Vlg. by autem, equiv. to tmo vero, 
but lit., as meant to introduce a new circum- 
stance (so in Mk. vii. 26, Lk. xxiii. 17, Joh. vi. 
17, xi. 2. Comp. Plato, Gorg. 461, d), ‘and fur- 
ther, nay further, see, obeerve how great was 
that person.’ 

§. For Aevi, Tis. 3 & Al. edit Aevei, fr. BCD, 
also at Lk. iii. 24, fr. BG, &c., but at Rev. vii. 
7, BCD have Asvt, and as to B, e ie there 
almost uniformly used for 2, esp. in proper 
names. Hence I retain Aut, with Lu. & Tis. 2. 
For awoésxarouv, Tis. & Al. edit —oiv, fr. 
BD!; and eo at Matt. xiii. 32, there also adopted 
by the same editors; so that there is the testi- 
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mony of 3 most ancient copies, BD Cantab. & 
D Clarom. And Tis. adds 2 others, one from 
an inscription ap. Kriiger i. ], § 32, ore@avoi», 
and another from a MS. of Ignat. ad Eph. § 3, 
p. 322, Dressel, where Vat. has {nAot». And, 
accordingly, since vestiges are found extant, I 
can no longer regard -ot» as a mere barbarism by 
a misspelling, nor an error of scribes by a con- 
founding of ov & oz, and a confusion of the diph- 
thongs; but I am very much inclined to think it 
was a real form, peculiar to some countries as a 
provincialism, though prob. in the t bulk of 
those regions a form of common life used as a 
colloquialism; and which, I suspect, sprung 
originally from the Doric dialect, in which o: 
was uniformly used for ov, as in potcas for 
povoay, and gxoica for ~xovca,—aleo found 
occasionally in the Tonic; and the sounds of 
ew & ov may not have been very different in the 
broad provincial pronunciation, by which v & os 
were pronounced much alike, as might also ov 
and o. Thus in Lk. v. 33, wuava is in the 
MS. Scr. y written wozxvd, which prob. arose 
from dictation; and the oreavoiy from the 
MS. of Ignatius may have sprung from the 
same cause. But-that St. Paul ever used such 
a form as the one in question, is so improbable 
that it ought not to be introduced into the text. 
6. rdév before ’ABp. is cancd by Ln. & AL, 
fr. BCD and 5 curss.; but retained by Tis. 2 & 
3, rightly, since internal evidence is in ite favour, 
from its being more likely to have been 
over by scribes or removed by revisers, than added 
in all the MSS. exc. 8. As ts the variety 
of readings here found, that of AC and 5 curs, 
eiXoynee, is very specious, but seems to have 
been a mere correcn of critics to remove the 
difficulty involved in the interpretation of the 
. tense here, yet forbidden by the perf. at 
Cedex. just before; and hence stAdynae, or 
rather niAcy., fr. AD! & 3 curss., may be en- 
titled to the preference. The critics, however, 
may have brought in -cey merely it is 
their wont to prefer aor. 1 to the perf. Be that 
as it may, the difficulty remains the same, and 
if the force of the perf. be pressed on, I shd 
adopt the mode of Te the perf. her 
pounded by Winer, p. , ed. 6, by which it 
18 intimated that the facts of the taking tithe 
and the blessing endure in their significance, 
in preference to that of Al., who renders ‘ hath 
taken and hath blessed ;’ which mode of ren- 
dering is liable to grave objection, for to su 
pose that the perf. 1s used in order to denote 
enduring nature of the office and priesthood of 
Melch. involves the greatest harshness. Rather 
than embrace such a view, I would suppose that 
here Paul uses the perf. for the aor. 1, by a slip 
indeed in Grecism, but not wholly unfrequent 
in the later Gr. class. writers. See Poppe on 
Thucyd. i. 20, ii. 95, iii. 68. ‘Certainly the 
translators, ancient and modern, have taken this 
for granted, since they render as if the aor. had 
been used. As to what Al. urges in support of 
his view, the use of the pres. play éxorra, it 
is of no weight; since Zxyorra _, the partep. 
smperf., a8 18 exp in the . vers., ‘qui 
habebat repromissiones,” who did hold the pro- 
mises, thus denoting the continuance of the 
action of possession. Comp. Gal. i. 13, om— 
idieoxov—xui cater dpBouy, ‘ persequeber et ex- 
pugnabam,’ as the Vig. rightl renders, and se 
other verses. Render, ‘how I did persecute and 
devastate.” 
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9. I am now disposed to edit, with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., Agveis, fr. ABC}, or Acvits, fr. A, and 
doubtless some curss.; at least I find it in Mus. 
5115 & Cov. 2, omd by Mill;—a reading which 
would seem entitled to preference, for reasons 
which will be found sepr. v. 5. But the waver- 
ing ecale of evidence is all but turned by the 
strong testimony to the ec at Lk. v. 27 & 29, 
and, perhaps, at Mk. ii. 14. See my notes on 
all those passages. 

11. el pév ov») The force of the particle pi» 
ody is not, as A]. lays it down, resumptive in the 
sense again; but continuative, with a slightly 
tllatjve force, == ‘If, then, further.” TeXio- 
ois is to be taken, in its widest sense, to denote 
the perfecting of man by bringing him to his 
highest state, namely, that of present sanctifica- 
tion, in order to future salvation. The critic 
who prefixed the art. 4, found in several] cursive 
copies, saw clearly its full sense, which he chose 
to intimate by the art., which suggests that the 
term is to be taken in its most abstract sense, as 
denoting the state of full perfectness wrought 
out by complete expiation. It is used with the 
art. also in Sept. rally, though only in the 
legal sense, as applied to the ritual ordinances of 
the Mosaic Law, where perfection was strictly 
required. Suffice it to adduce Levit. vii. 27, o 
vouot Twv O\cKauTwpaTwr Kal THE TEELWW- 
oews, & 2 Mace. ii. 9, dvivayne Ouciav éynat- 
mopov Kai trys TeX. Comp. Lev. vii. 27. The 
few times that the word occurs in the class. 
writers it generally has the art., e. g. in Plato, 
Alcib., p. ba. Ta dedueva THS TEXELwoOEwWS EV 
mtv, where it is used in a phe tcal sense, as 
aleo at p. 412, b, reAXecorns cat adperiv. See 
Valckn., Schol. in Nov. Test., vol. ii. 494. Such, 
too, is the use of the vert, on wh. see the art. 
vTeXe:ow in Steph. Thes., ed: Paris, which opens 
out the full sense of the noun reAelwors in 
heathen philosophy as denoting moral perfec- 
tion. As respects the rival readings vavopoé- 
awi7o & vevouc8éryTa, the , found in 
ABCD and 5 curses. [add Mus.-Cov. 4], with 
Cyr., has internal evidence rather in its favour, 
since yeyouotirnto may have been a correcn to 
an easier reading; but which of the two may be 
regarded as the true reading is a question not 
easily settled. If -rac be received, the sense 
must be, ‘hath been put under the law,’ equiv. 
to ‘hath received the law,’ which is one little 
satisfactory; and yet, on the other hand, the 
pluperf. tense here seems out of place, as pre- 
senting a less suitable sense, 1 cannot help sus- 
pecting that neither of the two readings is the 
true one, which has, I apprehend, been almost 
obliterated by the two others. A faint vestige, 
however, seems presented in the reading évouo- 
Girnro, existing, I doubt not, in not a few 
curss., though only seven are furnished by the 
collators, to which, howr, I can add Scr. k (a 
very important codex), and also ; 
in the ancient MS. of Hervetus. Of course, 
the reading is erroneous, the » having crept 
in from the » of the two other readings: and 
the roan as it originally stood was évopo- 
Oereiro. The ec passed into », partly fr. the 
two other readings, and partly fr. the » at abriyy 
for avrn, or -7s, 8 reading yet extant in a few 
copies (which, 1 suspect, formerly occupied s 

lace in many more), to wh. I can add Lam. 
1851, though, of course, only a gloss or altera- 
tion to easier reading. As to the pay eee 
for a’ry, ed. by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD'E 
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and 5 curss., the authority, however ancient, is 
insufficient to warrant its adoption, internal evi- 
dence for either being equally balanced, since 
& ne are oft confounded by scribes, of wh. sce 
exx. in Greg. Cor. de Dial., Schaef., P. 718 & 
768. However, internal evidence is in favour of 
ip inasmuch as the sense here required, which 
is, ‘on the ground of, aga provision under which 
(‘sub quo et per quod,’ as Hyper. expresses it) any 
thing is brought about as a means to an end,’ 
requires the dutive, and no certain example of 
the genit. in this figurative sense can, I think, 
be found :—at any rate the dat. 7 is very far 
more susceptible of it than the gen. There is 
the more need to set the matter of reading here 
right, since it is indispensable to the under- 
standing of the true force of the parenthetic 
clause here, which being misconceived by Calv., 
Hyper., & Est., led to the misinterpretation of 
that portion which Calv. affirms was therefore 
thrown in to let us know that the law was an- 
nexed to the priesthood; which, however, is 
contrary to fact, and runs quite counter to the 
logic of the passage, as it is ably traced by Th. 
Aquin. &, after him, by Aretius; which two 
commentators have beyond others (not except- 
ing Hyper. & Calv.) succeeded in pointing out 
the force of the parenthesis (injudieisualy ex- 
punged by Ln., Tis., & Al.), which Aret. thinks 
was inserted between the two parts of the con- 
text, and contains the proof of the whole hypo- 
thetic proposition, of which he unfolds the logic, 
both as regards the antecedent and the conse~ 
quent. Th. Aquin. had before him taken the 
same general view, with only a slight difference 
in particulars. He commences by saying: “ Fa- 
cit Apostolus duas rationes, quarum una con- 
cludit nee sacerdotiym Christi prafertur sacer- 
dotio Levitico; 2da, quod etiam evacuat illud ; 
et illam ponit ad voces v. 14, wpdéndov yap 
Ste &. In prima ratione (ad v. 11, 12), que 
est conditionalis, ponit duo antecedentia, et per 
consequens, duo consequentia. Dicit ergo ( Apos- 
tolus) quantum ad primum antecedens, quod 
st essel consummativ per sacerdotium Leviticum. 
Quantum vero ad secundum dicit, quod si per 
sacerdotium lex administraretur; quod probat, 
quia sub ipso, id est, per ejus administrationem, 
us legem accept; non quod sacerdotium 
aecederet legem, sed magis e converso ; unde 
istud secundum antecedens ponit ibi (i. e. where 
it is) cum dicit, sub tpso enim populus legem 
at 39 


14. For lepwotyns, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
lepéwv, fr. ACDJE i7, 47, et al., says Sch. 
(where are as Ad I can only find Mus.-Cov. 2), 
besides Vlg., It., Cop., Sah., Arm. verss., Cyr., 
& Chrys.,in MSS. ; and internal evidence either 
way being equally balanced, I should be inclined 
to recetve it, but that the two Syriac verss. are 
so strong a stay to ispwo.,-for which lepéwy 
seems to have been substituted as a plainer read- 
ing, found in the scholiasts, and which havin 
crept into the Lat. and other verss., hence foun 
its way into the early Greek copies,—that I must 
retain it. Besides, iepwo. having twice occurred 
just before, the change might be also made to 
remove tautology. 

16. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., ed. 
capxlyne, fr. ABC1D! & H (t2 titulo) & 16 curss. 
add Lam. 1] 821, 83, 85, 96, Scr. f, b, 1, n, & 

us.-Cov. 2], and that for reasons which see in 
He on Rom. vii. 14, 1 Cor. iii, 1 & 3, 2 Cor. 
iii. 
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17. For uaprvpe7, Lo., Tis., & Al. read pap- 
Tupetrat, fr. ABDIE! and 5 curss. [to which I 
can add nothing}, with the Cop., Sah., & Basm. 
verss. But it seems a mere correcn to plainer 
sense, prob. proceeding from the schol.,and sug- 
gested by i/r. xi. 2, 4, 5, to critics unaware of 
the subaudition from the subject-matter of 6 
Gz0s, 80 frequent in this Epistle. 

21. The words xard riy +é&E. Medy. are 
cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. B 17, 80, It. f, Vig. & 
other verss., as the Arm. & Sahid., very slender 
testimony, and also not compensated by inter- 
nal evidence, that being equally balanced, inas- 
much as the words might be expunged by critics 
as thought dere superfluous. I can by no means 
approve of the expunging of words based on all 
the MSS. exc. 4, and confirmed by both the Syr. 
verss., as also the It. & Copt., with Eus., Chrys., 
& Theod. That Ln. saw the matter in this 
light is probable, since he retained the words. 
And that Griesb. was of nearly the same opi- 
nion is likely, since he has merely prefixed the 
mark of possible ungenuineness. Internal evi- 
dence too is against the absence of the words, 
inasmuch as they might be expunged by critics 
as here superfluous, or be passed over propter 
homenoteln, as occasioned by the xatra—xarta. 

23. I cannot receive the transposn of lepeie 
yeyov., fr. ACDE 17, which was, I doubt not, a 
correcn in order to match the order at v. 21. 
TIAcioves is best rendered ‘rery many,’ equiv. 
to, ‘ in considerable numbers.’ 

26. Before gwpews (which has the same force 
here as at supr. ii. 10, where see my note) ai is 
inserted by Ln., Tis., & Al., from ABDE, but 
no curss., and I can only adduce one, Mus.- 
Cov. 2!. But the deficiency is partly com- 

neated by both the Syr. and also the Arab. 

a vers. & Eus.; and internal evidence is-not 
unfavourable, since the xai may have been 
dropped inadvertently by scribes, or removed b 
critics, who did not comprehend its force, whic 
Al. says is addtlive, and rises into a climaz, 
q. d. ‘nay not only for other reasons, but even 
for this.” Thus the following adjectives would 
serve as appositional predicates carrying forward 
rotovros. But such a construcn would be too 
artificial to suit the simplicity of the writer, be- 
sides being at once forced and jejune, q. d. ‘ for 
such an high priest was for us becoming also 
holy.” In short, I cannot but suspect that the xal 
crept into those 5 copies (or rather 4, D & E 
being almost duplicate copies) from the margin, 
where it was intended to supply a xai at dxuxos 
or dulavros; and A has it at d«., and the Pesch. 
Byr. vers. at both those adjectives. Hence it is 
unlikely that its Greek original had it, and it is 
not expressed in Mr. Etheridge’s vers. ; though 
the two other xai’s are expressed. Of course, 
when the two «ai’s were noted in the margin, 
one of them might be introduced in the wrong 
place, esp. since one xai would seem sufficient 
to critics who did not perceive the force of the 
asyndeton., 


VIII. 1. For éwi, A has (but alone) é», evi- 
dently a plainer reading pecans from critics 
who did not understand the force of the éwi 
(which induced others to expunge it, as we find 
fr. No. 43, and may fr. others), and for it they 
substituted, what seemed called for by the con- 
text, év. This may seem to confirm the inter- 
pretation of Al. by and among; but I know of 
no example of éxi with dative in the sense by 
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and among: and hence I should still prefer ren- 
dering besides, as in several passages of the Gos- 
pels and Epistles, to which the pres. tense ois 

ayopuévors is not any objection, since it may be 
rendered, ‘which are being said.’ There is, 
however, an incongruity of expression, which 
may incline one to take éwi in the sense con- 
cerning, eq. to quod attinet ad, asin Joh. xii. 16, 

k. xxiii. 38, Rev. x. 11, xxii. 16; on which 
force see Matth. Gr., § 586 2, Winer, § 52, ¢,y. 
In short, this is one of those cases in which évi 
is used where one should expect év,e. g. in Tha- 
cyd. i. 70, 3, gi rots devote evedwidss, at wh. 
t. rec. éy is evidently a mere crit. correcn like 
é» here, with this difference, that i» is there 
confined to the few and least weighty of the 
many MSS., and the sense is, ‘ at, or 
under, perils and dangers.” Here it may be ex- 
pressed in full: ‘ Now the chief matter at, oras 
regards what is being aaid [is}, (that) we have." 

2. xai before ov« is cancd by Ln., Tis., & AL, 
from BD!E), Arab., & Eus.: insufficient aa- 
thority, and not compensated by internal evi- 
dence, which is decidedly in its favour, since it 
was far more likely to Se removed by critical 
correcn in 4 MSS. than to have been inserted in 
all the rest, and in all the versions of any weight; 
and the t. rec. is more ble to the ordinary 
and Hellenistic diction. Comp. Matt. ix. 13, 
EXcos BéXw Kai ov Ovciav, where Ser. L & Z 
omit the xai. The xal is not unfrequently 2 
used in the Sept., but rarely in the class. authors, 
exc. in the later and less pure Gr. writers. 

4, For yao, Ln., Sch., & Al. read ot», from 
ABD! 17, 73, 80, 187, It., Vig., & Cop. versa. : 
and Al. pronounces yap a correcn, in order to 
smoothen the construcn as regards v. 2; while 
Tis. 2 & 3, who retains t. rec., rejects the ods, 
on the ground that “‘zerum reddit fuci/torem, non 
item yap’—rightly. Tap is oft altered to ovs, 
e. g- 1 Cor. i. 26. Here the change was evi- 
dently made in order to remove tautology. 
The expungement just after of lepéev, on the 
authority of ABD!E? 17, 672, 73, 137, It. Vig., 
& other later verss., is against internal evidence, 
since it seems a mere correcn of composition by 
some critics, while others (as we find by No. 
116 & Lam. 1196) thought it sufficient to ex- 
punge the 2d ri». However, ispéa» may partly 

ave been lost by the occurrence of ra»—ree. 
I am note induced to part with the row before 
vouoy, though only on the slender testimony of 
AB & 4 curss., with Theodor., but s 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as it was far less 
likely to be removed than added as thought 
superfluous (which is xo¢ the case): and eo at 
ix. 19, x. 8, confirmed by Lk. ii. 23 9q., Rom. 
ii. 13, 17, et sepe alibi. 

5. éxpnuatioro) Not, ‘was commanded by 
God ;’ since to best express the sensus 
we shd render, ‘was warned by Divine ad- 
monishment’ (comp. Milton, P. L. wii. 77, ‘and 
his admonishment receive”), implying solems 
direction as to any thing to be done. Comp 
Numb. xxi. 18. Idp, omd in theancient vera 
generally, is not unnecessary, since it was meant 
to establish the position laid down by the que- 
tation from Scripture. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 9, & 
yap TH—vopnew yiyp. ob piuwoas. For roe 
ons, I would now edit, with Matth., Sch., Le. 
Tis., & Al., woujoecs, from all the uncials and 
about 30 curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 91. 
96, Scr. f, g, bh, k, 1, m,n, 0, and nearly all the 
Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evidence, 
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inasmuch a8 worjons seems & mere correcn to 
purer Greek instead of the Hellenistic —sts, 
found also in Sept. As respects the g@yci just 
before, I would either point it off by commas, 
as I have hitherto done, or remove the commas, 
with Tis., writing Spa ydée gyow wrone. To 
place the words of the quotation in a parenthesis, 
as Ln. does, is forbidden by the yap. 

6. vuv, ed. by Ln., fr. only BD}, arose from 
inadvertence of scribes or error of critics, who, 
like Ln., were not aware that the logical vu», 
followed by é2, almost requires the strengthened 
form vvuvi, and hence ought not to have been 
altered to yyy on authority next to nothing, 
which is the case here, and at Philem. 9 (where 
Ln. falls into the sgme critical lapse), also at 
1 Cor. xii. 18, though there on somewhat 
stronger authority. The case at in/r. xi. 18, is 
very different, where the weight of external 
testimony would seem too strong to be counter- 
balanced by internal evidence. Besides, there 
are in which vu» has a strong sense, 
drawn forth by the adversative é2, e. g. Lk. xix. 
42, xvi. 45, 1 Cor. xii. 21, James iv. 16, and 
esp. where éime is either expressed or implied in 
the context. As respects the point of reading 
at the verb +év., it would seem an open ques- 
tion, since the authority for rivuye, ed. by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., is by no means weighty, namely, 
only ADIKL 80, 116,117, and the deficiency 
is not counterbalanced by internal evidence de- 
cidedly in favour, since although rérevye is as 
likely to have been the original phy tn 9 as 
réitvye, yet the latter has been preferred by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., as the rarer term,—so rare, indeed, 
as to be unknown to the ancient Grammarians, 
and the worse in Grecism. But the question 
is whether the form ever existed except in 


writers presenting the very dregs of Grecism; 


for as to the evidence derived from the Geo- 
ponica and Esop, it is very unsatisfactory, and 
that from Porphyry not much better. In short, 
that and the other passages adduced by Lobeck, 
cited by Tis., and adduced as a main stay by 
Al., are justly regarded by Dindorf on Steph. 
Thes. ed. Par. in v. ag corrupt passages, by the 
introduction of a form which is naught, though 
in those passages, and oft elsewhere, it has been 
brought in by heedless (sbrarts, and to the pas- 
sages from Diod. Sic. he adds another. As to 
the argument u by Al. against rérevye, 
that it presents the Jonic form of the perf. as 
vTervuxnxe the Attic_-that will not prove that 
our writer may not have used the intermediate 
form, which was, strictly speaking, not Sonic 
alone, but also the ordinary Greek of common 
life, and as such used by writers who thought 
more of ¢hings than words, as Aristotle, Polyb., 
Diod. Sic., Dionys. Hal., & Plut. ; and wh. was 
thought good enough to be used by two illus- 
trious Jews, Josephus and Philo, imitators of 
the purest prose writers; and, accordingly, we 
rad auppote, not foo good for the writer of this 
istle. 

8. avrovs for -reie, ed. by Ln., fr. BDFEL 
and 4 curss., is a mere correcn to purer Greek, 
perhaps too suggested by the It. & Vig. verse. 

10. wow after 4 dad. is added by Ln, fr. 
ADE, but prob. derived fr. the Sept. 

11. For wAnciov, I have, with Matth., Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., ed. woXlrny, fr. all the 
uncials and upwards of 50 curss., excl. of nearly 
all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, confirmed by 
both the Syriac, the It., Cop., Arm., & Arab. 
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verses. The t. rec. was prob, suggested by the 
Sept. in Jer. xxxviii. 34, at least in A and other 
copies; though B, Cod. Fred., Aug., and others 
have woXitny. The atray after pixpov is 
cancd by Griesb., Ln., & Al., fr. ABD!K and 
6 cures. [add Scr. 1, 0); while Tis. 2 & 3 has, 
with me, retained it, wh. is supported by external 
evidence as well as strong internal, inasmuch as 
it was more likely to be expunged by critics as 
worse than useless, and, by reason of the 2d 
aitwy, pleonastic and tautological, than to have 
been interpolated both here and in the Sept. ; 
whereas its presence has an intensive force by a 
Hebraistic idiom. 

12. The words xai tisy dvop. airéy after 
vév duapt. avtay are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. 
B 17, 23, It. f, Vig., Syr., Cop., Basm., & Ar. 
Erp., Clem., and Cyr.; but Ln. retains, and 
Tis. 3 has restored the words, which Bleek & 
Al. think were introduced fr. x. 17. But that 
they should have got into all the copies exc. 3 
is very improbable. Hence I still retain them, 
with Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis. 3, of whom 
the last mentioned well remarks: “ Ista quum 
in LXX desint, nisi quod testes pauci avon. 
pro duapr. substituunt, potius ad eorum exem- 
plum omissa, quam ex x. 17, cujus loci diversa 
ratio apparebat, inlata existimo,” the words 
seoming,as the critics prob. pert who removed 
them, superfluous; but why should not the writer, 
who never slavishly adheres to the (efter either 
of the Hebr. or the Sept., have chosen to express 
the full sense of the Hebr. term nmawn by two 
terms? he could scarcely fail to have in mind 
such passages as Exod. xxxiv. 7, and Num. xiv. 
18, in the former of which es we have 
aqpaipwv dvopius kai adtalae wal duaprias, 
and in the latter passage the Sept. express the 
single Hebr. term yop by the two Greek ones, 
adixias Kai Guaprias. 


1X. 1. I have, with all the recent editors, ex- 
punged oxyv7, on the authority of all the un- 
cials and above 30 curss. — Scr. 1, m, n], sup- 
ported by all the verss. of any weight, and seve- 
ral fathers, and confirmed by internal evidence 
decidedly in favour of its absence, inasmuch as 
there is little doubt that the reading sprung from 
the gloss of a marginal echolium, though partly 
derived fr. some lectionaries (since here com- 
mences a new lectio) whose constructors filled 
up the sense for the benefit of the congregation 
by such a word as they thought suitable ;—in 
either case wrongly, and perhaps, as Al. thinks, 
from a blunder in interpreting rye wp. ox. at 
v. 8. To imagine it, with Mill, to have crept 
in “ 6 proxime sequentibus, in quibus est Taber- 
naculi descriptio,” would be to suppose the per- 
sons in question devoid of common sense. As 
to the critics who cancd «al (abs. in B 3, 38, 
52, 115 [add Lam. 11821, 831, 1190, 1196, Scr. 
k, pet. 8), with Syr. & Cop. veras., and Theoph.), 
they expunged or passed it over by a misunder. 
standing of its force, wh. is trtensive, and may 
best be expressed by too, equiv. to likewise. The 
péy does not answer to dé at v. 6 (too far off for 
correspondence), but must be kept by itself and 
have a force at once transitive, or continuative, 
and illative, like our now then. As respects 
the much-agitated and hardly yet settled ques- 
tion at issue, as to the true scope and real force 
of the porrer ce words +o Te dytoy Kooptxdy, 
strangely neglected by the edstors, chiefly be- 
cause no var. lect. is reported by the collators— 
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certain it is that no var. lect. occurs in the MSS. 
collated by myself & Mr. Scriv., nor are any 
mentioned as being in the early editions. Yet 
in my own copy of the very rare Ed. Wolf- 
Cephal., p. 524, the reading is partly on rasure ; 
but it seems to have been once wors, though 
altered by the very learned r of that 
copy to way», and joined with the follg so as to 
form wavdy:oy; the first was an error either of 
scribe or printer; the other a mere conjecture 
by which the difficulty, as to the art. ro and the 
ve, is indeed removed ; yet it has to be proved 
that wavaytoy was ever used as a subst. in the 
sense sanctuary. In short, the t. rec. must be 
retained, and explained as best it may. As 
respects the nature and force of the term xoox., 
I have already fully evinced that it not only 
may, but must be an adjective, and by the con- 
text cannot but be equiv. to éwlye:ov, mundane 
(as it is rendered in the Pesch. Syr.), terrene, 
secular (as in the Vlg.), namely, as opposed to 
the spiritual, But to advert to a far more 
formidable difficulty, owing to the question 
which has been raised as to the force of 
the art. +d, and the reason of its non-repe- 
tition before xoou., I must leave the diffi- 
culty, as it at present is, an unsolved one,— 
I say unsolved, for I can by no means accept 
either of the two views propounded by Al., the 
lst being too artificial ; the , because it would 
be unsuitable to the character of the writer, who 
is one of no mean order; but generally studious 
of grammatical propriety, and with sufficient 
power over the Greek lan to prevent him 
from being reduced to the paltry expedient of 
showing so inartificially the substantival use of 
the adject. dy:ov. Besides, the use in the sing. 
to denote sanctuary, and esp. the Temple of 
Jerusalem, rare as it is, does occur in Jos. Ant. 
iii. 6, 4, in all the copies: xaio péy was vews 
“Aycov (Sanctuarium) éxaXsiro. The most 
probable and common-sense view of the case is, 
to consider the expression as one of somewhat 
negligent composition, which, had it passed 
through the polishing process supposed to have 
been bestowed on some other parts of the Epis- 
tle by St. Luke, would, I imagine, have stood 
thus: xai 76 xoopixdy “Aysov. Render, ‘also 
the mundane Sanctuary.’ As it ts, the writer 
may have supposed the art. capable of a dtstrs- 
budsve force, so as to affect both the adjective 
and the subsequent noun. 

9, 10. On further consideration of the much- 
vexed question of reading, as serving to deter- 
mine the construcn and fix the sense of the sen- 
tence, xa’ ov dwpa—imixsiueva, I am not 
satisfied with any text that has been hitherto 
sak a pg of all, with that adopted by 

b., Ln., Tis. 1, & Al., and returned to by 
Tis. 3 after following the t. rec. in his second 
edn. He had better have kept to his devrepas 
dpovrides, as presenting a less objectionable 
text, though it is far from removing the difficulty 
as r s construcn, but rather txcreases it, as 
far as regards the «ai before diacaiwu.; and to 
remove the word would run counter to the con- 
strucn of the context, according to Tischendorf's 
text. That the original text had at a very early 
period, even before the age of the Pesch. Syr. 
vers., and the Cod. B, got into great con- 
fusion, espy by the jumbling together of the 
two modes of construcn which existed, cannot 
be doubted. And I more than suspect that the 
wat before gixa:mp. was the main cause of the 
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text getting wrong. Of course, it ought to be 

ged, as it may on com t authority, to 
which I can add . 1182, 83, 96, & some 
Mus. copies. But the text would still remain 
grievously imperfect, whichever of the two 
modes of reading, on which our editorial A ris- 
tarchs are so di , were adopted. Another 
cause of the confusion of the text was, that the 
critical revisers seem to have had no clear view 


of the matical apposition which subsists, 
and is that on which the construcn mainly turns. 
From these two causes it came to t the 


genuine text was preserved only in a very few 
archetypes, from which it seems no transcripts 
were made, such as wd have preserved the real 
wording of the writer, which, as the case now 
stands, has to be ascertained piecemeal, by crit. 
skill, from the most ancient copies, with- 
out reference to Lat. copies. Now, whichever 
of the two readings, d:catepac: or dixaseucra, 
be adopted, the harshness of the anacoluthon is 
extreme, espy that subsisting in d:cateuara, 
according to which we are obliged to suppoee, 
with Al., that the a ition is with dape re 
xai Ovolay, as far off as the beginning of v. 9; 
too harsh a procedure to be thought of, and vir- 
tually forbidden by the povow swi &c., where 
however the construcn, according to either 
reading, is left utterly unaccountable—a diff- 
culty, however, which may be removed by con- 
necting the word, not with o¥eas understood, 
which is one of those vain ellipses which have 
been swept away by the enlightened philologists 
of the last half-century. Its true connexion is, 
I apprebend, with éw:xeiu. at the ond of the 
verse. After all, howr, it comes to this, that 
there is yet an inherent corruption, which can 
only be removed by crit. emendation, namely, 
either to read duvdmeva for -ac at v. 9, or émi- 
xeimevae for -va at v.10. Of these I prefer 
the latter, which involves less harshness of ana- 
coluthon than the other, and the error in éw- 
xeiusya might well creep in, either by reason of 
the dixa:epuara preceding, or from inadvertence 
of scribes, who very oft confound a: & a, of 
which see exx. in Greg. de Dial., Schaef, p. 190 
seq., 223, 705, 736. The alteration comes in 
here better than at v. 9, because dupdusevas 
would be more likely to be written in order to 
match the more significant and weightier term 
Ovoiat, which usage involves no anomaly. Soe 
tnfr. x. 8, Ouc. xai wpood.—alripes, not 
dria as referred to dX\oxavrwpara. Com 
Hom. I]. ii. 136, quérepal +’ adrdoxor, wai 
wia Tikva, elar’ évi psydpos woTiWeypevat. 
Comp. Acts viii. 13, Oawpw» onusta nai suva- 
meis—yivouévas, where it was hardly justifiable 
in Tis. & Al. to read yivomeva, fr. EGH and 
many cures., though something would depend 
on what was the original order of the words. | 
need scarcely say, that the punctuation at v. 10 
should stand thus : zovov—fawrricpois, dixece- 
Mact capxds méxpt Katpou cropbaceet, ivt- 
xeipevat, lit. resting on as the , whereupon 
the offering of the ceremonial observances sub- 
siste 

11]. yevouéveow for uedXr\cvrwyv ought not to 
have been ed. by Ln., fr. AB, Syr. & Ar. 
verss., since it is quite unsuitable in sense, and 
arose fr. error of scribes, like ééovra for péA- 
Aovra in Lucian, vol. i. p. 15, where Hemster- 
huis’s 7) tpl meAX., has been confirmed by 
strong MS. authority. 

13. I cannot adopt, with Lan., Tis., & Al., the 
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transposn of ravp. xai Tpa&y. to Tpay. «ai T., 
fr. only ABDE 36, 39, 47 (add Scr. n & Lam. 
1184, qu?}, with It, Vlg., Pesch. Syr., & Arm. 
verss., Cyr., & Theod. ; use specious as the 
reading is, and seemingly confirmed by internal 
evidence, it arose merely from inadvertence of 
scribes, The received order of the words is 
found in the Sept., Isa. i. 11, & infr. x. 4, and 
in Levit. xvi. 14, which, as well as the passage of 
lsa., must have been in the mind of our writer. 
The bulls are always mentioned first, and then 
the goats. 
14. For tuay, Ln, Tis. 2, & Al. read 
nuwv, fr. AD!K and 10 cures. [add Scr. h], It., 
ve. Pes. Syr., Ar., & Arm. verse., with Cyr. 
& Theod. But Tis. 3 has restored duay, re- 
marking that “ judy bas been often substituted 
for bucy, es thought more suitable; so indeed 
It is in itself, from its yielding a fuller and 
weightier sense. See Est. & Hyper., and com- 
pare 1 Cor. i. 30, Ss (i. e. Christ) eyernOn nut 
—dixatocivn, &c., where a few copies have 
univ, but B yuwy, a sad lapsus penne, which 
makes us less regret the loss we here have, as 
Al. says, by the defect of the most important 
codex ; though from all analogy we must infer 
quwv to have been its reading here. But to 
this fancied analogy (valeat quantum) I oppose 
a plain fact, that in no codex are the blunders 
arising from a confounding of yyeis, juay, jut, 
& yas, more frequent than in B. Al., indeed, 
grants that budy has a more lively and emphatic 
aspect, and “ habet aliquid inexpectatum.” But 
although the wapd wpocdoxiay is a figure fre- 
quent in the class. writers, espy Aristoph., it 
would here be out of place: and, accordingly, 
the learned editor's defence of a reodine which he 
rejecta, only induces me to part with what has 
so little to recommend it. Hence I would now 
juiov, espy since the real sense intended 
must have been ‘to purge the conscience of 
believers such as ourselves.’ The words «ai 
é\nOive, subjoined to {evr: by Ln., fr. A 21, 
31, 66 mg. {add Mus.-Cov. 2], are evidently a 
mere addition from | Thess. i. 9, just as in the 
same Cod. A and 30 others, @zdv is added to 
4\n8ivcv. Ln. was quite as wrong in prefixing 
at v. 19 ro» before vduov. See note supr. 
vili. 4, 
28. 1 still continue, with Ln., Tis., & Al., to in- 
sert xai after ovrws, fr. all the uncials and the 
t body of curss., excl. of all the Lam., Scr., & 
us. copies of any weight, together with the edd. 
Compl., Wolf-Cephal., Colin, Er., Steph. 1, 2, 
Bez., Hault., &. It seems to have been passed 
over inadvertently in the later edd. of Beza and 
that of Elz. 


X. 1. For as, Tis. & Al. edit als, fr. DIL 
(qu.P)N 73, 13, Scr. k & Theod.; while La. 
retains t. rec., with reason; since though such 
grammatical attractions have elsewhere expe- 
rienced critical alteration in order to remove 
what was stumbled at, yet external authority is 
too slender to justify the adoption of what may 
have sprung fr. error of scribes. For dvvarat, 
Ln. edits dévvavrar, fr. ACD and about 30 curss. 
add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 96, Scr. f, 1, m, n, 0, 

us. 5116, 11836, 16184, & Cov. 2, omd by 
Mill], with Syr. & some other verss., and Chrys., 
Theodor., & Theophyl. But I see not how it 
can be sustained, and it seems to have sprung fr. 
& misconception of the true construcn of the 
sentence, Vet it might creep in by carelessness 
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of scribes confounding the two termins —yraz 
and —ara. 

2. I am. still of the same opinion as to the 
genuineness of the negutive ov«, here especially, 
since it rests on the strong authority of cieatls 
all the uncials & very many curss., excl. of all 
the Lam. exc. 1182, 84, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, m, n, 0, 
and nearly all the Mus. copies, including Cov. 2, 
omitted by Mill, confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the word, esp. when used in an in- 
terrogative sentence, was more likely to be 
omitted than inserted, and in such a case it not 
unfrequently is. The ov« is strongly supported 
by the Greek fathers, and the Greek commen- 
tators, Theoph. & C&icum., founded on the 
fathers. The ovx seems to have been Jost 
or over by reason of the ivei, which 
conjunction, when used with the implication of 
&@\Xws, would rather require a declarative than 
an interrogative sentence. For «exalappévoue, 
Al. reads xexa8apiouévous, fr. DEK & 10 curss., 
while Ln. edits xexaep., fr. AC ; which reading 
comes to the same thing; though whether the 
peculiar orthography is any thing but a mise- 
spelling, formed on careless pronunciation, may 
be doubted. But external authority is insuffi- 
cient, and internal evidence against the reading, 
which was far more likely to be the correcn than 
the opposite. This view is confirmed by the 
su of Tis. 2 & 3, who now remarks: 
“xa8aipaw preter Jo. xv. 2 nusquam; vix du- 
bium quin nostro loco cum usitatissimo nec alibi 
fluctuanti xe@api~. aliena manu commutatum 
sit; illud vero antiquiori Grecitati peeps 
egregrie auctori ep. ad Hebr. convenit.” It was 
evidently a correction of fastidious critics to ex- 
change a so-thought coarse term into the more 
refined xaBapi(w, esp. as ueed in a kindred pas- 
sage, supr. ix. 14, caBapiet Thy cvveidnow, where 
purify would have been a more exact renderin 
than the purge of our common version, thoug 
it was justified by the usage of our older writers. 

6. I would now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., edit 
nudox., fr. ACD1EN and one curs., No. 109 
[add Scr. m, 0, Lam. 11851, Mus.-Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill], inasmuch as the form perpetually oc- 
curs in N. T., though only in the most ancient 
uncials and cursives. 

8. For Ouciay and wpoodopav, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. edit —tas and —ae, fr. ACD 17, 28, 57; 
those editors, I imagine, supposing that the 
t. rec. came fr. the Sept. But surely our writer 
was more likely to adopt the Sept. reading, a 
faithful rendering of the Hebr., than to alter 
the reading unnecessarily. That would be more 
prob. done by petty critics, unaware that the 
terms are taken generically for plurals, and who 
consequently altered them to match with oAo- 
xautwpatra. As to the framers of the verss., 
A It., Vig., Cop., Sab., & Ar., they were 
likely to do the same thing, in order to promote 
perspicuity. 

9. After wotjoa, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
cancel 6 eds, fr. ACDEK, and, as Gr. reckons, 
11] curss., with some later verss. The words may 
have been interpolated fr. the Sept.; but our 
writer was hardly likely to have omtted an ex- 
pression so august. It is more probable that in 
a few copies the words were Jost by variety of po- 
sition in some very ancient MSS., a circumstance 
which almost always occasions more or less of 
omission. The variation of position may be 
proved by the state of the verss. as compared 
with the text, & the varr. ll. of the Sept. My 
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view of the case is confirmed by what has been 
written on a point of more difficulty than has been 
supposed, by Matth. and Valckn. 

0. There is here a question of difficulty as to 
the of after iouéy, wh. Al. thinks arose from 
mistake in the Stephanic text, arising from the 
termin —oyuévo: of the preceding; but, as Tis. 
remarks, ‘‘ parum apte; quodsi (he continues) 
propter —agpévo: omissum esset icuéy ol, res 
manifesta esset; at nemo, quamvis parum atten- 
deret, propter preecedens —aopévor sequens éopiv 
in —soneévoe mutare potuit.” The of had been 
already in the text of perhaps all the edd. before 
the Steph., esp. the Compl., Colin, & Wolf-Ceph.: 
and it is based on too strong authority, all the 
MSS. exc. ACDIE & a few curss. (only 7 or 8 
certain), and not opposed by internal evidence,— 
inasmuch as the reading, though having about it 
something unusual in character, is, as Tis. ob- 
serves, by no means unsuitable, and hence was 
deliberately adopted by the learned framer of the 
readings a tertia manu in the Cod. D,—to be 

rted with. It isin all the Lam. MSS., exc. that 
in 1182 it is written above, though in the same 
hand with the Scr., exc. k, and the most ancient 
Mus. copies, exc. Cov. 2, Besides, it was read 
by some Greek fathers, as Damasc. & Theophyl., 
who particularly notices the reading, and con- 
siders it (doubtless following ancient Gr. fathers) 
as an elliptical expression requiring the participle 
dytacBivres to be supplied fr. the verb nytac- 
pévor. So that the reference at ipdawaf (so 
disputed) really belongs to this dycacQévres 
understood. To remove such an expression as 
this from the text is, as Tis. remarks, ‘“ textum 
corrigere, non reetituere.” 

ll. dpxcepede for lep. ised. by La., fr. AC 
and 17 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 85, 96, Ser. 
f, g. k, m, Mus. 5116, 16184, & Cov. 2, omd by 
Mill], with the Syr. and other Eastern verss, 
But it seems a mere correcn suggested by supr. 
viii, 3, where there is no variation. See more in 
Tis., or, what is precisely the same thing, Al. 

. On more mature consideration as to the 
rival claims of the readings otros and aités, 
I see cause to alter my decision. The authority 
for abrds is indeed but slender, but considering 
the frequent confusion of otros and avtos (see 
Lk, viii, 41, where airds was wrongly altered to 
obros, as also at Acts x. 42, though in each case 
ovros is supported by several of the most ancient 
ancials, See my note there) the matter is thus 
rendered less decisive ; at any rate, internal evi- 
dence muet strike the balance, and that is in 
favour of avrds, which may have passed into 
ovros fr. error of scribes, or rather from correcn 
of critics, to what they thought more suitable, 
with reference, Tis. says, “ to was lepeds or apy., 
alienum vero ab emendatore erat altés pro 
ovros dare.” If indeed the critica were better 
read scholars than we have reason to think they 
were, they might have introduced a’ros as more 
suitable, bearing in mind such passages as Hom. 
Il. viii, 4, where avrdc is used of Jupiter; but 
that such a corrn could have got into all the 
copies exc. a comparatively few 1s incredible. 

15. For wpoe:pyx., Ln. & Tis. 2 ed. elonx., fr. 
ACDE & 14 curss. {add Lam. 1184]; but Tis. 3 
restores wpoetp. with reason, since internal evi- 
dence is quite in its favour, inasmuch as, he re- 
marks, “ab aliena manu abhorret:” and he 
shows what occasioned the change, namely, 

that the critics stumbled at the pera 76 as 
pleonastic, and hence removed the ® pd, just as 
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in the ancient verses, it was passed over.” 
might be said, which see in my note . iv. 7. 

6. ri d:avoray is ed. by Ln., from ACD & 
6 cures. & 3 or 4 Lat. copies, but, Tie. and AL 
say, formed on the Sept. Yet had that been the 
case, the revisers would have added autem», in- 
dispensable to the sense: hence I suspect that 
the reading was an error of scribe, and certain it 
is that scribes do perpetually confound and a, 
of which see exx. in Greg. de Dial., p. 196, 
633. 656. 

17. On more mature consideration of the dis- 
puted point of reading here, whether punoda, 
subj. aor., or uynoOjocouar, fat. ind., adopted by 
La., Tis., & Al., fr. ABD 17, I cannot yet con- 
sent to receive it, since internal evidence, on 
which its reception would mainly rest, is not 
entirely in its favour. As to the t. rec. being a 
mere correcn fr. the Sept. and fr. supr. viii. 12, 
where all the copies have pyno8i except one,— 
it is to be observed that that one is the very cur- 
sive that alone presents uyna@yjcouat, which may 
incline one to suspect that in both 
puno@Oyjcouat was a correcn of critics for better 
Greek and plainer sense. my note on 
Joh. xiii. 38, but also at Rev. ix.6. The au- 
thority for the idiom of fut. ind. after ov a7 as 
an intensive negative is less strong than has been 
supposed ; and the two forme are so perpetually 
confounded in the MSS. at almost every passage, 
more or less, where this intensive negative oc- 
curs, that the reading is in several of the pas- 
sages an open question; and it may be considered 
such here, internal evidence being almost equally 
balanced either way, inasmuch as gyno 8 might 
be a correcn to the Sept. and the supr. 
viii. 12. But this is perhaps outweighed by the 
improbability that our writer should, in quoting 
the pa a second time, have varied cause- 
lessly both from what he had written in the first, 
and from the Sept., which he generally follows. 

22. I cannot adopt, with Tis., peparr., fr. 
only ACD? (qu. ?) 1, 39, since I can find no other 
ex. of this form, whereas égpavriopévos occurs 
in the Sept. : and though there is something to 
confirm it in the similar forms, pepawiomevot 
in Anacr. and penuwwus8a in Hom. Od. &. 59, 
yet these reduplicate forms, however aucient, 
were, it should seem, always confined to the 
ordinary language of common life, though some- 
times resorted to by the poets metri gratif&. In 
the present case, peo. may have come from scribes 
well acquainted with the form, or it may have 
arisen by error of scribes carelessly transposing 
the letters ep. to pe. 

30. Aéyexs Kopios are abs. fr. D 17, 23, 673, 
It., Vig.,Cop., Syr., & A&th. verss.,and were caned 
by Tis. in his 2d ed., though restored by him to 
his text in his 3d, which palinody he justifies 
by the laconic remark: “Rom. xii. 19 nemo 
omittit; at nostro loco, rdv sladvra fecit be eb 
omitteretur ista textns LXX; quemadmodum 
Chr. eo consuluit concinnitati, quod yéyp. yep 
pro eld. y. rT. e. eubstituit.” As to the difficulty 
which here exists, in respect to tho presence of 
words which are neither in the Hebr. nor the 
Sept., I beg to leave it as an unsolved one, not 
being satisfied with any of the solutions either 
reported or proposed by Al.. and having no better 
of my own to bring forward. 

34. For decucts pov, Ln., Tis. & Al. ed. 
Ceoulore, fr. AD} 673, 73, & 10 other curs. 
{add Scr. h, Mus. 5116), Vig., Syr., Cop, It, 
Chrys., & other fathers, as alos some scholiasta. 
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In my 9th ed. I have admitted that internal evi- 
dence for and against uov is equally balanced. 
But, on more mature consideration, I am inclined 
to think that the balance turns in favour of ése- 
priors sine zou, and I am of opinion that Estius's 
remarks, which I cited in support of decpuiois, 
not only “‘ deserve attention,” Put 0 far to settle 
the point at issue. There can hardly be a doubt 
that critical revisers, stumbling at Sesiileis and 
desiderating something more special and per- 
sonal, altered the reading to 7. decuots pov, 
having in mind the very expression Tuis daacpots 
mov occurring in Phil. i. 7, 13, 14, Philem. 10, 
and pou twy dean in Col. iv. 18. 


XI. 3. For BAswdueva, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
—ov, fr. ADE 17, Cop., It. d, ¢, Clem., Athan., 
Cyr., & Chrys. semel: and Al. pronounces —va 
** a change of number to suit @aivoudveoy ;” but 
that such a change should have found its way 
into all the MSS. exc. four, or rather ‘hree— 
since D & Eare almost fellow-copies fr. the same 
original—is far less probable, than that in those 
three or four —ov arose from error of scribes, 
who oft confound a and ov, of which see the exx. 
adduced by Bast. on Greg. Cor. ed. Sch.. p. 743 
and 771. In so obscure a passage, wherein the text 
had got into some confusion, it is no wonder that 
two or three scribes should have fallen into the 
lapse in question. Besides, by this reading a 
forcible antithesis, quite in the manner of our 
writer, is destroyed; though it is one which so 
antithetic a writer as the framer of this Epistle 
would hardly have failed to adopt here; whereas 
the other reading has something so perverse in 
its character as must stamp it with falsity, even 
had the testimony been as strong as it is weak. 

4. For Xadeirat, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. 
ed. Aad, fr. A & 20 curss., to which I can add 
Tam. 1182, Mus. 5116, 19288, Vig., It., and 
re and both Syriac veres., with Clem., Orig., 
Ath., Greg. Nyss., Chrys., and many other 
fathers, as also the edd. of Erasm., Ald., Bog., 
Wolf-Ceph. I have myself edited it, as con- 
sidering it entitled to be received both as being 
the more ancient reading, attested to be such by 
the Pes. Syr., It., & Vig. verss., and by the ear- 
liest Gr. codd., though, from its difficulty of inter- 

retation, very likely to be altered to AaAsira: 
shallow critics, or to intoAa@A ei rat by in- 
advertence of scribes, who read it as if AaXsirat, 
taking a flourish after the « joining it with the 
circumflex ¥, for an abbrevn of —rar, of which 
see the exx. adduced by Bast. on Gr. de Dial., 
p. 754 & 842, to which I cd add a many others 
from the Lam. & Mus. MSS. This is further 
confirmed by internal evidence, as existing in 
the fact that the pass. AaAstrac yields a plainer 
sense (viz. ‘is spoken of, Chrys. ddéerar, ‘is 
celebrated’), though it is one very flat, frigid, 
and jejune; whereas the other is, however bold 
an expression, yet one confirmed by a similar 
one, tnfr. xii. 24, aTlua payriouod Kxpeittova 
NaXaT; comp. with Gen. iv. 10, pwit) aluatos 
—fiog wpds pe ix tHe ye: in either case, quite 
in the manner of our writer, and recommended 
by its weightiness of sense,—if at least it be un- 
derstood as I have pointed out after Beng., 
Valek., Griesb., Kuin., Stuart, and others; and 
this view is quite confirmed by Theophyl. after 
the ancient fathers, and even by Chrys., who 
evinces himeelf here, as too often elsewhere, 
inconsistent. As to Theod. & Cicum., they 
both have AaAsi in their farts, but in their 
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comments explain as if they had read AaXsirat, 
which inconsistency doubtless arose fr. their im- 
erage carrying out the course marked out by 

hrys., who prob. in his preached exposition had 
mixed together both interpretations, as has been 
done by some modern commentators. 

5. avrov after merabioews is cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. A 1, 17, 673, 80, It., Vig., & 
Cop.; but it seems a mere correca to promote 
brevity, prob. suggested by the Lat. vers. That 
both of the Syriac translators had avrou in their 
copies is plain, though in the Pes. Syr. the ren- 
dering is free. 

8. o is prefixed to «uXovpevos by Ln., fr. 
AD! alone (not also 17, as Al. mat): It. & 
Vig., Ar., Theod., & Jerome: but I still, with 
Scholz & Tis., reject it, pita, 4 the de- 
fence of it by Est. & Al., which latter, however, 
so distrusts his own arguments that he con- 
cludes by adhering to the t. rec., remarkin 
(what is self-evident) that the comparison o 
wiore: xonuariobeis Nwa with wioret xadob- 
avos 'ABpadm gives great support to t. rec. 
He might have said almost demands, in such 
exact composition as characterizes this Epistle, 
the absence of the 0. That 6 xaXovpmavos is, as 
Al., after Delitzsch, points out, very common 
with St. Luke, affords the best clue to account 
for its being here obtruded out of place. 

— vév before 7émov is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. DE & 17: and Al. supposes it added in 
consequence of the frequent usage after a pre- 
posn. But the authority is quite insufficient, 
and the usage is only such as to permit, not re- 

uire, the absence of the art.; though in the 
class. writers the art. is generally dropped. 
Hence Tis. would have done better in retaining 
the rdv, as he had done in his 2d edn. The 
same reasoning may apply to the ry before yf 
at the next verse, though with this difference, 
that the evidence is much strunger, namely, 
ADSKL and about 17 cures., excl. of Lam. 1182}, 
1183), 84, 85, 86, 96, Scr. g, h, k, Mus. 16184, 
Cov. 2, 3, 4, omd by Mill; so that I wd now 
bracket the word. For fyusAAs, Ln., Tis, & 
Al. ed. gueAXe, fr. AD'K and, Tis. says, man 
others; but I can only find one recorded, 
namely, No. 72; though I can add Lam. 1182, 
83, 84, &6, 96, Scr. f, gk, Mus. 16184, 19288, 
& Cov. 2, and hence 1 can hardly doubt that it 
has oft been left unnoted by the colJators. The 
form is generally found in the most ancient 
MSS., and may be the genuine one of our 
writer. 

ll. 4 oreipa, or oretpa, or oF. ovca, found 
in D and not a few curses., excl. of Scr. f, Mus. 
19288, & Cov. 2, are all emendations for greater 
point suggested by Lk. i. 36. The introduction 
of or. ovca after dbvanuey, confirms the suspicion 
of interpolation. The same view is to be taken 
of the addition «le +d rexvwoa: after tAafe, 
occurring in DE and a few other Grk & some 
Lat. copies, together with later Syr. & Arm. 
verss., prob. derived fr. a marg. scholium. I 
have already bracketed, and am now inclined to 
exclude érsxe, with Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., 
on slender authority, indoed,—only AD 17, It., 
Vig., Cop., Sah., & ABth. verss., and yea keer 
but compensated by internal evidence in favour 
of the absence, espy from this being a case in 
which verss. of antiquity, well uttested, form 
strong evidence. ‘There is, indeed, no little 
harshness in this short-cut and obscure mode of 
expression, which may, however, be regarded as 
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an inartificial and popular mode of expressing 
the idea of conception, with which compare 
another similar one at Levit. xii. 2. Advapss 
is a technical term oft used by Hippocr., Areteus, 
and Galen; and is found also folld by sic at 
Lk. v. 17, and there els may, as Al. avers, indi- 
cate the direction in which the power is exer- 
cised; but that is very doubtful, and here is 
quite inadmissible, since the preposn als with 
accus. has here (as very oft elsewh.) the force of 
reference, q. d. in respect to, concerning, a8 iu 
Acts xxv. 20, dwopovmevos ale tiv Untrnow. 
Rom. iv. 20, els riv éwayysediav ov dcexpibn. 
See other exx. in my Lex. N. T. in v. els. 

12. For éyevyn¥ynoav, Ln. & Al. ed. éyenn®., 
fr. ADIK 169, 219 (add Cov. 2 & 3}: but they 
stand alone, and as to what Al. alleges, that the 
term better suits the father, there is no force in 
the argument, since the term was one evidently 
intended to include the mother, the acts of 
begetting being considered as common to both, 
in the general sense fo be born, or in other words, 
brought into life by means of both parents. And 
this force is not unfrequent when the aor. 1 
&yavunOnv is used. See my Lex. N. T. in v. 
§ 3. See also Matt. xix. 12, Joh. xvi. 21. The 
reading éyzwj6. may have arisen from the free 
rendering of the Lat. verss. Be that as it may, 
the fact that the two words are perpetually con- 
founded in some of the most ancient unciala, 
is certain fr. Matt. xxvi. 24 (in A), Mk. xiv. 2] (in 
ALTA), Joh. i. 13 (in ABA), in all which 
Ley, éyev0. is found in other uncials. See 
also 2 Pet. ii. 12, and my note. Just after, for 
wasi, I have, with Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., 
& Al., adopted we 1j, from all the uncials and 
nearly 40 curss. (excl. of nearly all the Lam. & 
Scr., & the best Mus. copies}, with several 
fathers, and the ed. Compl., & Steph. 2, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
qj, though almost demanded by Lata of lan- 
guage (see the passages of Aristoph. cited by me), 
was likely to pass into es by inadvertence of 
scribes (espy since el and 9 are perpetually con- 
founded them), and from coming just 
after we. 

13. wpocdeEduevo: for AaBovras, ed. dy Ln., 
fr. A & 17, and Chrys., was a mere gloss sug- 
gested by éxouic. at v. 39, and prob. derived im- 
mediately fr. a marg. schol. Similarly the 
words «ai waie8. after dowac. were derived fr. 
Chrys. or GEcum., who copied him. The words 
aro, however, not, as Al. pronounces, a gloss on 
dowacdpevor, but were an insertion of Chrysos- 
tom’s (homileticé) to supply a link in the chain 
of reasoning, serving to intimate the origin of 
that full srecting by a present realization, as if 
actual, of the future, namely, by the instru- 
mentality of such a firm persuasion and full 
reliance as could regard the future as present, 
not only accepting it as such, but embracing it 
and ardently clasping it. That the addition is 
an interpolation cannot, indeed, he doubted ; but 
that the words were at first brought in at the place 
they now occupy I do not believe ; otherwise 
one might account for the abeence of the words 
in so many copies through the medium of the 
two xai’s. They were, I doubt not, first intro- 
duced, or at least weioQévres, after dowaca- 
mavo.; and that place they occupy in Gicum., 
whose words, however, ought not to be pointed, 
as in Al., xal dowacdpavor’ weicOivres, but 
thus: xal dowacdusvot, weia0ivres, Kai duo- 


oyiicavres: and that Paul did not 20 himself 
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write, is more than I would pronounce. So 
placed, the word would materially improve the 
composition, and be very worthy of the writer. 
And in the words of Chrys., there is nothing to 
disprove that he had that reading in his own 
copy, since his words may have been meant to 
show the force of the inserted participle in abso- 
lute construction. Such a use of the partic. 
aor. ] pass. is found in the purest Gr. writers, 
espy Thue d., Hdot., Xen., & Plato, and, of 
the poets, Sophocles. But the scribes & critics 
generally might stumble at the absolute con- 
strucn, and either foist in a xai, or expunge the 
participle. Had Matthei taken more mature 
consideration and not pronounced so hastily, he 
would have seen that wecoGévras in Cecum. is 
not to be altered into xjo8évres from Chrys. 
Nay, I cannot but suspect that Chrys. himself 
wrote dowacduevoi myo Kai weicQevrec, to 
which the words follg would be highly suitable, 
as intended to erplutz the term subjoined to 
aonxac. The words ijo8. and reo. (written 
by itacism peel might easily be confounded, 
and the text of Chrys. abounds in corrupt read- 


ings. 

6. For 2&7\@ov, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit e£é- 
Bneay, fr. ADJE 17,73, 80, Ath., Damase., & 
Chron. Pasch.; and internal evidence com- 
pensating fur somewhat slender external, I am 
disposed to receive it as certainly the more an- 
cient, and the less likely to be an altered reading. 
And since éxBaivw occurs not unfrequently in 
the Sept., it might be used by Paul. 

16. For yvuvi, I would now, with Gr., Sch., 
Ln., Tis., & Al., edit vuy, fr. all the uncials and 
nearly 30 curss., excl. of alunost all the Lam. 
& Scr., and the best Mus. copies, since such a 
preponderance of external authority for pup is 
not to be overcome by internal evidence alone, 
on the grounds which | have urged in note spr. 
viii. 6. The case here comes under the same 
category as that at Acts xxii. 1, where it is only 
on account of the preponderance of external evi- 
dence that yuyi may claim to be received. It 
can hardly be doubted that the simple vu», when 
folld by the adversative 6, is equiv. to pupt 
without 62, which is the very case here. 

19. éysipac for -ecy, ed. by Ln., fr. A 17, 7], 
Cyr., & Chron., is worthy of attention, since the 
form aor. 1 infin. is very rare, occurring. how- 
ever, in Matt. iii. 9, Lk. iii. 8, sine v. 1., tho 
it is found no where elee in the N. T., nor m 
the Sept. (except in Eccles. iv. 10, xai wah 3 
Cevrepos (read érepos) iytipas (read rou iy) 
fr. AC! & al.), though in the Sept. the aor. 
indic, occurs not unfrequently —and in the class. 
writers it is very rare, so rare that I can find it 
only in Pind. Pyth. ix. 181 (where it is un- 
doubtedly in the inf., and the reading is un- 
questionable), and Hyperides ap. Polluc. On. 
vii. 125, épyow 8% Tov olxodcpov Ta Uwepwe 
éyetpar, & iii. 102, yoma éysipat, in both pas- 
sages sine v. 1. I cannot find the least trace of 
the idiom ; but, I suspect, that it once existed 
in Jos. Ant. xvi. 2, 2, dveriAAcTo uh) wWepiopes 
ar\Xa Garrov iysipey, read iysipa:. 1¢ was 
likely that Jos. should use the aor. form, since it 
was one of Palestinian and Svrian Greek, 
though also one of the ordinary Greek dialect, 
as a term of common life, as it is used in Ferles, 
also a technical term of building, as in Pollux. 
That it was used in this passage by the writer 
of the Epistle I do not doubt; and that it was 
employed by St. Luke is some confirmation tw 
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the hypothesis which I have countenanced, as 
to the part which the Evang. is said to have had 
in the framing of this Epistle. For évvarde, 
scil. gor, Ln. edits dvvarar, fr. AD!, It. d, e, 
—an evident crit. correcn (prob. suggested by 
the Lat. copies) originating in the same class of 
persons as those who hazarded similar emenda- 
tions elsewh. See my notes on Rom. xiv. 4, 
2 Cor. ix. 8, & Rev. xiii. 4. It was suggested 
by several passages of the Gospels. 

20. xai after wiores is added by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. AD 17, 23, 37, 67, 72 [add Lam. 1182}, 
11851), with It., Vig., Chrys., Theod., Damasc., 
et al.; and it is somewhat confirmed by internal 
evidence, from the probability that it was lost 
by the difficulty of fixing the coxnerton of the 

ticle, which is disputed. Al. thinks it be- 
Tones not to wiore:, but to wept perAovTwy, 
‘also concerning things future.” But there is 
something so harsh and forced in this view as 
forbids its adoption. The same applies to Al- 
ford’s mode of taking wal supr. v. 11, wiore: 
Kai Sappa—édrcBe. In both passages the «ai 
is best rendered as in E. V., also, equiv. to foo, in 
which there is no little force, q. d. Sara, too, as 
well as her husband Abraham. So here Isaac, 
too, as well as his father Abraham. For evAocy., 
nvrAoy. is ed. by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al., fr. A 17, 
- 109, & 3 Mosc. MSS., noted by Matth. [add 
Scr. m], with Chrys., & Theod., but not on 
good grounds, as Tis. now sees, who has restored 
evAoy., wh. has place in all the Lam., Scr., & 
Mus. copies, exc. one (Scr. m), & Tis. refers to 
the state of the evidence supr. vii. 6, as also at 
Mk. x. 16, Lk. ii. 28 & 34, ix. 16, xxiv. 30, in 
all which some very ancieut MSS. present »v- 
Aoy. for euro. et at Matt. xiv. 9, he edits 
nidoy., fr. CDIP and a very few curss., whe- 
ther rightly I doubt; though here I coincide in 
his view. Of course, what is here said applies 
to the same verb at the next verse, where Tis. 
has likewise restored evAdy., rightly observing 
that the reading here cannot be supposed to vary 
from that at v. 20; so, however, the ancient 
revisers did not think, since in DE the reading 
does vary. 

23. For d:ataynpa, doypma, ed. by Ln., fr. 
A & 34, is a gloss; and wpcorayua in 46 mg. 
is a crit. correcn. 

26. For év Alyuwrw, Ln. edits ¢v Aiyuarou, 
fr. A 3,71, while Matth., Gr., Sch., Tis., & Al. 
read Aiyumrov, fr. DEKL and about 24 curss. 
[add Lam. 1185, 86, 90, 94, 96, Scr. f, h, n, 
Mus. 5116, 16184, 19288, Cor. 3, 4, omd by 
Mill], with Syr. & Cop. verss., Clem., Eus., 
Chrys., Theod., & Phot.; and internal evidence 
being rather in its favour, I would now adopt it. 
As to the reading received by Ln., it is simply 
nonsense, and arose from error of scribes jum- 
bling together both the above readings, which 
had been written one above the other, in their 
originals. 

8. Iam now inclined to receive, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., dA cOpevwyv, though only on the 
slender evidence of ADE & Damasc., but con- 
firmed by internal evidence, and placed almost 
beyond doubt by the almost exclusive use, and 
that frequent, of the former (prob. the earliest 
form) in the Sept., at least in the most ancient 
MSS. A & B; and it is espy found in the com- 

und verb éfoAo8pedw, which occurs nearly 
Fo0 times, and the « sometimes presents itself in 
the derived substantives, dXéBpevors and dA&0- 
peurns, the former of which occurs in Josh. 
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xvii. 13, in A & B, and some other of the most 
ancient MSS., also at Ps. eviii. ]2, & 1 Macc. 
vii. 7, in A & B. It occurs also once in 
Theodot. So too, Symmach. on Zephan. ii. 5, the 
Cretans are styled yévos dé\oUpevopevov, where 
the true reading must be 6A 2 Opevdu., as appears 
fr, Theodotien for greater plainness, yévor dX 2- 
Opeias. 

29. yas after Enpas is added by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ADE 17, 31, 47, 71, 73, Cop., Syr., 
Chrys., Damasc., & Theod. A). supposes it was 
Jost by homeotel.: but such an inadvertent 
slip could not have extended to all the copies 
exc. 8. To suppose, with Tis., that the yijs was 
removed because not found in Sept., Exod. xiv. 
29, is even more improbable. It is plain that 
yijv was here introduced either by grammatical 
revisers, or by fastidious critics, whose purpose 
was to alter the Hellenistic and common Greek 
idiom to the classical, since the absence of the 
subst. 77 is very rarely to be recogniZed in the 
class. writers, and then only in the later ones, as 
Strabo, or in two passages of the (Economica 
of Xenoph., in which work the idioms of the 
ordinary Greek of common life are not unfre- 
queue The subst. 1 Enpa oft occurs in the 

pt., though even there y# has been in a few 
passages obtruded into the later copies. . 

34, 37. For mayaipas, Ln. & Tis. 3 edit 
-p1s, fr. AD; while Al. retains -pas, a prudent 
course, but one inconsistent with the view taken 
by him at Matt. xxvi. 52, where he adopts ua- 
xaipn, fr. AB'L only (A at v. 37 is doubtful), 
whereas at Lk. xxii. 49 he rejects that peculiar 
form, though attested by strong evidence, namely, 
BDL: again, at Acts xii. 2, he rejects it, with 
Ln., though attested by AB!D & Scr. p (the 
weightiest of the curses. on Acts), and now 
recewed by Tis. At Rev. xiii. 10, waxaiog 
occurs twice in ABal., and wayaipnes at xiii. 14 
in AB, and is ed. by Ln. & Tis. How Al. will 
decide on the three passages remains to be seen : 
be that as it may, as regards the present, he and 
Ln. have been inconsistent. Tis. has, at any rate, 
been consistent, since he now as regularly admits 
the form as he had heretofore rejected it, and cer- 
tainly his second eee are, however venture- 
some, wiser than his first, since it can hardly be 
thought that this peculiar form, confined to the 
most ancient uncials, could have crept in from 
scribes. What confirms the use of the idiom in 
the N. T. is, that it occurs occasionally in the 
Sept., though only in the uncials and the most 
ancient curss., espy in Pentateuch, e. g. Gen. 
xxvii. 40, xlviii. 20, Exod. xv. 9, xvii. 13; xxii. 
14, Lev. xxvi. 8, Deut. xiii. 15, xx. 13, xxxii. 
25, but ony the genit. & dat. Hence it would 
seem that the Jonic form had found its way into 
the Alexn & Syrian Greek of the Sept. & 
N. T., and had been adopted by Matt., Lk., & 
John (espy in the A sialviee), also by Pani, 
or the writer of this Epistle, whoever he was, at 
the present passage. It was prob. provincial Grk, 
espy Syrian, and may prob. be met with in some 
of the Grk inscriptions found in Cilicia & Syria, 
wh. have place in Boeckh. Thus the Ionic form 
of genit. owelpns for -as was received into 
the Syrian & Asiatic Grk as a provincialism, 
and used by Lk. in Acts x. 1, xxi. 37, xxvii. I, 
though in each passage a few copies have ovei- 
pas. The form may have been also Alexan- 
drian, since it is used by Manetho; though also 
Asiatic, since it has place in Nicander, a Colo- 
phonian, That it was also employed in the ordi- 
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nary Grk of common life is plain from its occur- 
ring often in the Grk inscriptions found in 
Boeckh. 

37. On a more mature consideration of the 
long vexed, and even yet not settled question 
respecting the puzzling term éwe:pacOncay, I 
now find reason partly to alter my former deci- 
sion on the matter, and partly to qualify and 
modify my views. And first, team now hardly 
venture to maintain the ground taken by some 
eminent expositors (not critics), as Crell., Lim- 
borch, Carpz., Mackn., & Stuart, that the t. rec. 
is the genuine reading, and only needs careful 
exegesis to remove the difficulty, which drove 
so many, in ancient and modern times, either to 
cancel or to alter it fr. crit. conjecture, the 
endeavours to effect which have been singularly 
unsuccessful. One thing is clear, that it cannot 
have arisen from interpolation, still less, as Al. 
thinks, from marg. gloss of some dull student. 
It has nothing glossematic in its character,— 
and how, if such, it could have crept into well 
nigh all the copies is inconceivable. Yet it 
iayolves such a harshness and violence to draw 
forth any sense suitable to the context, that I 
can no longer maintain its genuineness. So far 
I agree with Al.; but on the course to be taken 
I totally differ from him. To expunge the word 
is so far from being, as he maintains, “ the best 
emendation,” that it is the wurst, since even in 
a desperate case like this, to heal is better than 
to amputate on next to no authority, and against 
internal evidence; and versions, fathers, and lec- 
tionaries are in a case like this of no weight 
or authority. Under these circumstances, we 
are reduced to the neccssity of resorting to crit. 
conjecture for the recovery of the true reading. 
And here I cannot entirely approve of any one 
of the many conjectures that have been hazarded. 
The most mild in appearance is that preferred 
by Al., namely, éwpic8ncav, and were it not 
that it comes immediately after érpicOycay, it 
might be admitted. But as the case stands, it 
seems to have been rather an emendation of 
éwpic8:cav, which has itself been stumbled at 
by critics and expositors, though, as I have 
shown, without reason. The main objection, 
however, to the reading éxpic¥noay, éwp1ja0n- 
aay, is that thus there would be a very jejune 
and forced paronomasia—far more so than that 
between xatatouy and wepitouy at Phil. iii. 
2 & 3. Upon the whole, I cannot but think 
that the original reading was érupw0yeap, ‘they 
were sulyected to burning,’ viz. by the applica- 
tiou of torches or red-hot irons, a mode of death 
by torture well known to have been resorted to 
in ancient times. Suffice it to refer to Eurip. 
Iph. in Taur. 685, cai cvccg@aynvar xai wv- 
pwOnvat déuas. The above reading was, it 
seems, first disfigured and obscured by error of 
scribes, who wrote éwupwa0ncap, the of havin 
come fr. trpic8noay preceding. The origin 
reading of A was -pucQyouv, a gap being left. 
The first three letters were then added to fill up 
she gap. Both the words were scratched out in 
the Lam. 1182, and the present reading intro- 
duced. What the original reading was we can 
only conjecture. It prob. was that found in D4, 
éwipaoUnocavy—an error of scribe for érupwOn- 
cay, the letters « & v and o & of being oft 
confounded, of which see exx. in Greg. de Dial. 
ed. Sch. p. 619. As to A, the scribe and 
reviser left a blank from uncertainty which to 
take of two readings in the archctype, which 
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éwu 
prob. were there, and thus expressed : éatpacOn- 
cav, which is confirmed by the state of the 
Codex D. 

38. For iv ipnu., éwi ép. is ed. by Ln. & Tis. 
3, fr. A and 6 curss., Orig., Ath., & Socr.; and 
Tis. seeks to confirm this emendn fr. Mk. i. 45, 
where for év £pjuots rowots, he & Al. edit ex. 
tp. rom., fr. BLA and a few curss.; though 
there Ln. retains év, which involves a marked 
inconsistency with hie course pursued here. It 
is, however, plain that in both passages éwi is a 
mere correcn of critics to what they deemed 
better Grecism; though, indeed, proof is re- 

uired that such an expression as wAavacOus 
éwl éiprocs or Tote épipors ever existed ; 
whereas wAap. éy époju. occurs in the Sept., and 
occasionally in the class. writers; but the other, 
I think, no where. Hence Al. has rightly re- 
tained t. rec. here, and he ought to have done 
the same at the passage of Mk.; but he was 
misled by taking for granted, on the slenderest 
evidence (there oniy of 7 MSS.), that the read- 
ing was altered to match the one at the paralL. 
passage of Lk, As to the present passage, one 
may doubt whether wAavaclac éwi ipnuiace 
be good Greek. That would require épyl as. 
Comp. Matt. xviii. 12, wopeuvbeis éwi (about, 
upon, over) ra Spy, for which the more class. 
Grk wd be zXav. dva épnuias. So Hdot. vi. 131, 
wrav. ava Thy ‘EXXaéa, & Xen. Cyr. ii. 4, 27, 
wav. dva Ta Gpn. By a greater error of judg- 
ment, Ln., at v. 39, alters tHv twayy.,on the 
slender evidence of only A 88, with Eus. & 
Cyrill., to ras éwayyetdias, though it evi- 
dently arose fr. a correcn of critics, who bore in 
mind the many promises the Old Test. saints 
received. So supr. v. 33, éwéruyov Tay iway- 
yeAc&y, with which comp. v. 17,6 ras iwey- 
yedias avade~. But there the plur. 1s used 
because, as Dr. Owen points out. the promise 
included several particulars; while here the 
sing. is used because the promise is,xat’ éEoy He, 
the crowning blessing of all, namely, that of the 

romised Messiah, which is considered as in- 
eee to the reActwOjva: mentioned at 
v. 34. 


XII. 2. For éxa@coev, I have, with Gr., Sch., 
Ln., Tis., & AL, ed. xexa0ixey, fr. all the un- 
cials and all the most ancient and weighty curss., 
excl. of all the Lam., Scr. g, h, k, 1, m, o, Mas. 
5116, 11836, 16184, 19288, 17469, Cov. 2 & 4, 
omd by Mill. The perf..& aor. 1 forms have 
been oft elsewhere confounded by scribes. 

7. On a further and more mature considera- 
tion of the much-vexed question as to the true 
reading of the fore part of this veree, 1 see no 
sufficient reason to alee the gereral view which 
I have taken, though I am now ready to admit 
that the thing cannot be brought to an absolute 
certainty. There is, however, nothing to red 
the positive and dogmatic way in which A 
after Ebrard, pronounces on a matter where 
conflicting reasons must forbid a too peremptory 
determination either way. In such a perplexed 
case the evidence both ways ought to be laid 
down with the most scrupulous exactness, which 
has not been done by Al. As respects the 
authority for the al, it amounts to no more than 
4 uncials, ADKL, and 30 curses. (Tis. says 40, 
but Al. 30, which I find right), to which 1 cana 
add 1185 (unnoted by Scriv.), 11961, 91, 96, 
Ser. 1!, n, o, Mus. 6116, 11836, Oov. 2 & 5! (the 
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Sinai MSS.). As to the external authority for 
t. rec., it amounts to all the reat of the MSS 
at least ¢ stlentio : so that on the whole external 
authority for ef is fully equal to that for ais, and 
the point can only be determined by considera- 
tions of internal evidence weighed in a just 
balance; which, however, is here a point of more 
than usual difficulty, as depending mainly on a 
matter of mere opinion as to the comparative 
suitability of the two senses, yielded by the two 
words respectively. Now to pronounce, as Al. 
does, that the only sense of which the t. rec. is 
capable is one that stultifies itself, is a trenchant 
mode of argument which, however it may be em- 
ployed by acertain school of critics, is fitter for a 
special pleader at law, and such as was hardly tole- 
rated in a Bentley, and can only discredit criti- 
cism itself. The main objection to adopting 
the reading els is, that although it is capable of 
at least two senses, that adopted by Al. from 
Chrys., and that Jaid down by Ebrard, are alike in- 
admissible, the latter being furced and far-fetched, 
and at the same time jejune, and unsuited to the 
character of the address in this section, which is 
not smperative, but bears on it the persuasive 
pleading with those addressed. As to the former 
sense, that assigned by Al., it is yet more objec- 
tionable, as being unsuitable in sentiment, and 
even more forced, being absolutely wrenched 
from the words by introducing an arbitrary em- 
phasis and an unauthorized grammatical nicety, 
q. d. ‘ It is for chastisement that ye are enduring 
(not for puxishment).’ And as to the authority 
of Chrys., urged for this interpretation, that is 
only based on a so-called emendation of his 
words, like that aleo bestowed on the exposition 
of Theophy!., where the words as they stand in 
all the MSS. but one, run thus: Ei qwa:dsiav 
Uroudvere’ el pipers yervaiws Tras ixipepo- 
mévas waidelas, where we recognize the ¢. rec. 
with an unobjectionable gloss on it, and one 
confirmed by Theophyl., who ably shows the 
gist of the argument. In short, the reading aie, 
In whatever way it may be handled, alike de- 
stroys the logical course of argumentation car- 
ried on in the passage, as it is ably laid down 
by those consummate logicians, Hyper., Calv., 
rell., and Aretius, who are agreed that the 
words contain a conclusion drawn by inference fr. 
the foregoing words, and were meant to accom- 
modate them to the same purpose, that of con- 
solation the most effec to the pious, those 
“noble few who yet unbending stood beneath 
life’s ure.” It was the omtssion here of 
the conclusive particle by a forcible asyndeton, 
though expressed at the 3a member of the sen- 
tence, that occasioned the ei to be stumbled at 
by scribes, and tampered with by critics, so as to 
conjoin it with the preceding wapadéxerat: and 
it so happened that this false view was adopted, 
and els so written by joining the «i to the fol- 
lowing w taken for s, which two letters are 
sometimes confounded by scribes. See Bast. on 
Greg. de Dial., p. 931. Calv. & Crell., as well 
as Mill, Wolf, Os rpz., & Kuin., well saw—what 
is quite plain from the above construcn,—that 
the 5 aa cannot admit the els, but demands 
the al, and the opposition is well drawn forth by 
Calv. thus: ‘ Ideo concludit Apostolus Deum 
omnibus offerre patrem qui correctionem susti- 
nent, sed qui calcitrant (kick at correction, see 
Acts ix. 5) minime pertinent ad hunc ordinem.” 
This unfortunate blunder of scribes led to a 
total misapprehension of the true construcn, 
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which may be best understood by the following 
corrected punctuation: Ei wa:delae broudvere, 
ws vlots uuiv wpocpipstra: 6 Oeds'—rTit yap 
dori vide Sv ob waidever watip ;—el dé ywpis 
tore, &c. The semi-parenthetical clause was 
thrown in to suggest (as Beng. observes) what is 
presupposed in the argumentation, namely, that 
ail stand in need of correcn on account of guilt 
more or less incurred. As to the plea advanced 
by Tis. for the reading els, which he in his 3d 
edn again adopts, namely : “‘ at ele lectio minime 
tam tnepla est ut, invita tanta tertium vi abjici 
debeat,”—the argument has no great force, since 
it proceeds from his own over-statement of the 
authority for ais, and his misconception of the 
true bearing of internal evidence. 

9. For wodAw, Ln., Tis., & Al. read swoXd, 
fr. AD, but no curss.; nor can I adduce any: and 
Tis. thinks woAAw an altern of aoAd to the far 
more usual woAdw in the N. T. & Sept., and 
Hellenistic and ordinary Gr., derived fr. the 
Ionic dialect, like not a few other terms found 
in N. T. & Sept. But wodAw wad. recurs at 
v. 25, though there it has been altered to roy 
by the same editors, but from no other authority 
than the same 3 MSS., yet quite against internal 
evidence, since in both passages it is very likely 
that woAd was a correcn of critics to a purer Gr. 
form, which is far more probable than that woAv 
should have passed into wvAAw in all the copies 
exc. 3. It is true that at v. 25, Tis. adds M, 
and Al. No. 37, the Leic. MS. But the joint 
testimony of Jackeon & Scr. must exclude it. 

15. For dea traitns, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. ed. 
&:’ abtas, fr. A 17, 673, 80, 137, 238, to which 
I can indeed add Scr. k and Mus. 5116; though 
much stronger authority could not avail, as Tis. 
now sees, who has restored t. rec., remarking 
that it is dc’ gure that betrays the hand of 
correcn; and he subjoins: “ idem a nemine 
mutatum v. 11], non autem da tTavrne, xiii. 2.” 
I am now inclined to insert, with Ln., Tis., & 
Al., oi before wodXoi, though on slender autho- 
rity, namely, A & 47, Clem., & Theod. ; though 
I can add Cov. 2 (omd by Mill), which is one 
of the most ancient & weighty curss.; yet con- 
firmed by internal evidence, which is strongly 
in its favour, from its being far more likely to 
have been omtéted than tuserted. 

16. Why I cannot receive dwéds7o, fr. only 
AC without curss., will appear from my notes on 
Acts iv. 35, 1 Cor. xi. 23. This and the other 
similar edges may have been provincial Grk, 
but rather of common life as colloquialisms, 
prob. proceeding from scribes through dictation. 

18. dpe after Wrdrad. is cancd by Ln. & 
Tis., fr. AC 17, 47, with It. d, f, & 6 or 7 very 
ancient copies of the Vlg. vers., the Syr., Sah., 
ee & Arab. verss., with Chrys. & Theophyl. : 
and Al. pronounces it to be “an addition meant 
to su ply what was wanting in the sense, as at 
v. 22." But it is far more probable, that in 
those 3 copies pas should have been lost by 
variation of position, since in_a few copies dpe 
is placed before WnAap. Tis. now sees tho 
matter in this light, since he has retained the 
word, rightly. Indeed, | see not how any com- 
petent judge could think it might be dispensed 
with. For oxdétw, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit (ode, 
fr. ACD and 7 curss.,—slender evidence, but 
confirmed by internal evidence in its favour, aa 
being the least likely to be a correcn. The term 
was adopted in preference to cxorw as better 
matching with yvodpe, and thie being not a 
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citation, the writer was quite at liberty to do it, 
while oxorw was likely to be substituted for 
(odw as a far more intelligible term, and one 
aleo found in the passage of Deut. alluded to by 
our writer. 

21. The words «al Evrpopos, added to éxgo- 
Bos, though not found in the Sept., are con- 
firmed by 1 Macc. xiii. 2, cide réov Aady Gre 
tariv Evrpopos Kai EudoBos, where I would 
read, from the Alexn and other MSS., éx@., 
confirmed by éy@of. in B, teste Mato,—an error 
of scribe found also in M here, and éxq. is de- 
manded by the passage of Deut. The Apostle 
was justified in ascribing these words, éxpofoc, 
&c., to Moses, since they are tmplied in what 
was uttered by him on the solemn occasion in 
question, as recorded in Deut. xviii. 16, ‘‘ Let 
me not hear again the voice of the Lord my 
God, neither let me see this great fire any more 
that I die not [of fear] ;"’ where for ‘ Let me,’ 
&c., it were better rendered, ‘ 1 must not hear— 
I must not see—lest I die [of fear).’ 

22. As respects the disputed matter of punc- 
tuation at the end of this verse and the begin- 
ning of the next (where there ought to have 
been no separation by verses), Al. has, I find, 
adopted the same punctuation which I had done, 
with Ln., namely, uvoidow, ayy. wav., Kai 
ixxA. Tis., however, even in his last edn, has 
retained the ordinary punctuation, for which he 
pleads the authority of the most ancient MSS., 
to which I could add almost all the Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies. But MSS, have no authority 
in matters of punctuation. And as to what 
punctuation may be considered the best, an 
elaborate and able discussion of a matter in- 
volving more of intricacy and difficulty than has 
been thought, wd go fur to evince that the only 
tenable mode of punctuation is kai pupidou, 
ayyéiwy waryyupe Kai éxxX.; and although 
this carries with it no little difficulty in esta- 
blishing a satisfactory sense, yet by the practised 
skill partly of Delitzech and partly of Al., we 
arrive at what may be regarded as the true solu- 
tion of the triple difficulty here existing, espy 
since it is ratified by the weighty suffrage of 
Est., who in one of his ablest notes (and those 
are many) lays down the sense of this portion 
of the passage as follows: “‘ aggregati estis et 
adscripti in societatem eorum qui pre ceteris 
mortalibus electi sunt a Deo et ab aliis separati, 
tanquam primogeniti, et in celis, tanquam beati- 
tudinis celestis heredes, conscripti.” And he 
subjoins the able remark: ‘‘ Hec vero dicens, 
significat et ipsos esse primogenitos et conscriptos 
in celis.” As to the minute matter of reading 
at the end of the clause, I am now disposed to 
adopt, with Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al., awoy. 
dy ovp., fr. ACDLM 37, 53, 71, 73, 116, 177, 
78, 79 [add Mus.-Cov. 2, passed over by Mill], 
confirmed by veras. (no good evidence however 
here), and fathers, as Ign., Clem., Orig., Euseb. 
seepe, & others. 

Be For xpeirrova, I have, with Matth., Gr., 
Sch., Ln., Tis. & Al., received «xpetrroy, fr. 
ACDKLM and above 40 curss., excl. of all the 
Lam., all the Scr., & Mus, 5116, 11836, 16184, 
17469, 19288, & Cov. 3, 4, passed over by Mill 
(besides the Compl., Ald., & other early edd.), 
confirmed by all the ancient verss. exc. the 
/Eth., and many fathers. As respects the t. rec., 
it may have come fr. error of scribes joining on 
the initial letter X of the next word, and the 
two letters are perpetually confounded, espy in 
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copying from uncial MSS., of which I could 
adduce very many instances. But it is quite as 
likely that xpefrrova (found in many more 
MSS. than At. supposes, and those 00d) arose 
from critics misconceiving the adverlnal force of 
xpetrroy, and hence, as is plain fr. the exposi- 
tion of Theodor. (formed on the comment of 
Chrys.), altering the word to the plur. But in 
adopting the adverbial sense we need not con- 
fine the reference to the manzer of speaking, but 
include, as Delitzsch does, the matter spoken. 
The ro for réy before ’A8., placed in his inner 
margin by Gr., from the slender authority of L 
and about 10 curss. {add Lam. 11834, Scr. h, j}, 
arose from critics devising an easter reading, 
‘than that of Abel.’ So in Mus. 5116 we have 
+6 tov’AB. The emendn was founded on the 
exposn of Chrys. ; but it is inadmissible, as will 
appear fr. supr. xi. 2, compared with Gen. iv. 
10. See Theophyl. 

25. For épuyov, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. edit 
7 a AC B7. 118, & 2 others, with Cyr., 

rys., Damasc.: but it is plainly a mere cor- 
recn to a more definite and further developed 
meaning, suggested by supr. ii. 3, wie muete 
éxpevtéouela; But the simple verb is capable 
of the same sense, though it requires, for greater 
perspicuity, the prefizing of éx or awd, or the 
Bubjoining of the preposn with gett. (comp. 
Matt. iii. 7, xxiii. 33, Lk. iii. 7), or with accus., as 
supr. xi. 34, Epuyov cron. paxaipas, ‘escaped 
the edge of the sword.’ Tis. prob. now sees 
the matter in this light, since he has restored 
t. rec. The rye before yas 1 have excluded, 
on strong external authority, namely, all the 
uncials and nearly 40 curss., excl. of all the 
Lam. & Scr., and the best Mus. copies, as 5116, 
11836, 16184, 17469, 19288, & Cov. 2, 4, passed 
over by Mill, with several early edd., as the 
Compl., Erasm., Colin, Wolf-Ceph., Bogard, 
and several fathera. Why I cannot admit rods 
for wzodAw will appear fr. note supr. v. 9. 

26. For ctiw, Bch. Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ceiow, fr. ACM and 10 curas. (1 can only find 
seven), to wh. I can add nothing; but internal 
evidence is so greatly in favour of ceiow (sup 
ported by both the Hebr. and the most ancient 
copies of the Sept.), inasmuch as oziw seems to 
have come fr. the great body of the incorrect 
curss., that I wd now adopt it. 

28. For aldoue xal avAaB., Ln., Tin, & AL 
read evAaB. xai déous, fr. ACD?! 17, 71, 73, 80, 
137, Cop., & Sah. verss. But external testi- 
mony is insufficient, and not compensated by 
internal evidence, wh. is unfavourable, d¢ouc 
being more likely to be the corrected readin 
than aldoue, for had déovs been the original 
reading, who would have thought of altering it 
to aldgvus P—except, indeed, to bring in a term 
better to match in character of diction with 
evAaf. But such a refined distinction (comp. 
Thucyd. i. 84, 3, aléwe cwppocivns wisiaTor 
war xet) is what would hardly occur to critics of 

ow calibre. The contrary change was not un- 
likely to be made by critics who, not well com- 
prehending the force of the term aiévus, might 
think the notion of fear rather than of reve- 
rence (as they took «id. to mean) far more 
suitable to the context, espy as prob. having 
in mind Ps. ii. 11, dovAsvoare res Kupio év 
pow, comp. with Phil. ii. 12; aware, too, as 
they might well be, that evAaB. and oor are 
sometimes conjoined, e. g. in Demosth., p. 625, 
13, ale @cBov xai ebrAdBaavy xasordyret, 
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and hence some critics brought in @éPov for 
ééous, since the latter is never used in the Hel- 
lenistic Greek of the N. T. & Sept, notwith- 
standing that in the ordinary usage of the two 
words poBos & sbAaB., the latter is a much 
stronger term than the former, and, accordingly, 
Plut. Moral., p. 449, says (having in cnind a 
well-known passage of Thueyd.), that some 
persons extenuating certain vices to which they 
are addicted, characterize their @oBa (/rights) 
by the term «vAuf., cautious circumspection. 
urthermore, the other various readings attest 
the tampering of critics, who were the more 
likely to stumble at and alter aléous, since even 
the best modern expositors are not ed as to 
its exact force—a point of some nicety which 
I have already discussed at large in order to its 
adjustment. I am still of opinion that the best 
founded interpretation of aldove is to regard it, 
with Est. & Calv., as meaning modestia ac hums- 
litatis, modest humility (an expression in use 
by our old Engl. authors), the writer prob. 
having in mind Micah vi. 8, where no render- 
ing is so correct as that of the common version, 
‘walk humbly with thy God :’ where Rosenm. 
well renders submissum se gerere, eq. to modesle 
ac submisse se gerere ; which sense of the verb 
no where else occurring, he establishes from 
the Chald. Paraphrase on Prov. xi. 2, where, 
though the Heb. & Sept. widely differ, yet both 
agree in placing pride and modest humility 
in a complete and purposed contrast. Here 
the accompanying term was meant to further 
carry out the main idea—a God-fearing spirit, 
which shrinks from any approach to se//-right- 
eous pride. Finally, as to the argument of Al. 
against t. rec., derived fr. the many exx. adduced 
by Bleek of aléws & sida. conjoined in ordi- 
nary Greek, it is very unlikely that any of the 
passages so perseveringly hunted up by the in- 
defatigably industrious German, were known to 
the revisers, and still more unlikely that a 
change which few would think necessary—since 
the expression «vAafB. xai déouvs would readily 
muster with scribes and revisers—should 
have got into all the copies exc. 10, and into 
the Pesch. Syr. & some other verss. 


XIII. 4. For éé, Lu. & Al. read yap, fr. 
only AD!M, but no curas.; nor can I adduce 
any, nor would any number avail, since it is, 
not indeed as Tis. pronounces, a manifest cor- 
recn of critics, who would hardly be so foolish as 
to deliberately bring in what nevertheless two 
editors have embraced—but rather an error of 
scribes, who oft confound yap & dz, of which I 
have elsewhere more than once adduced many 
examples. 

5. For dyxaraXlww, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
-Aeinw, fr. ACD?KLM and many other copies, 
as Tis. thinks: but Matth., Gr., & Scholz ad- 
duce none, and Al. only one, namely, No. 37, 
the Leic. MS. But why not have added fr. 
Wetst. No. 28, 32, 36, & Apost. 2, with the 
edd. of Erasm., Ald., & Colin ? to wh. I can add 
Lam. 1184, 85, 91, Scr. f, k, 0, Mus. 5116, 
11836, 19288, & Cov. 2 & 3, passed over by 
Mill. Tis., too, strengthens the evidence b 
an appeal to such passages as Gen. xxviii. 15, 
Deut. xxxi. 6, at least in AB and other uncials, 
and the most ancient curss. He might have 
referred to 2 Tim. iv. 13, where, by a similar 

inody, he has now ed. dwéXerwoy, fr. ACF 
GL and very many curss, [I can only find 3, 
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namely, 39, 109, & 113])—insufficient evidence 
to justify its adoption. 

. For és, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit é@és, fr. 
AC!DM and one curs., No. 53. But though 
the authority is not inconsiderable, from the 
weight of antiquity, yet I cannot receive it, and 
that for reasons which will appear fr. my note 
on Joh. iv. 52, Acts vii. 28. Al. indeed also 
receives éyWis there, fr. AB}'CDKL, but at Acts 
vii. 28 rejects it, though attested by the 3 weight- 
iest uncials, BCD, and, Tis. says, curss. I can 
omy find one, No. 34, adduced by Wetst., wh., 
with No. 53, arc the only cures. that attest it, 
@ circumstance very suspicious; so that weighing 
antiquity on the one hand, and overpowering 
weight of external authority on the other, 
namely, all the curss. exc. 2, of no great anti- 
quity or weight, the settlement of the question 
is impracticable unless the balance could be 
struck by the use of the words in the Sept., and 
by the evidence of the early Greek Gramma- 
rians & Atticists. But both forms occur in the 
Sept., and until the text is settled nothing cer- 
tain can be pronounced. As to the Gramma- 
rians & Atticists, the most weighty of them, 
Pollux, does not touch on the matter, and Pho- 
tius thinks there is much to be said on both 
sides, and pronounces both forms ‘EAAnsxa, 
seemingly regarding ¢x@és as the purer Greek. 
On the other hand, Meris & Th. Mag. pro- 
nounce x¥és to be the Attic, and éiy@és the 
common Greek form; whereas the truth is that 
both forms were used by the Attic writers. One 
thing is certain, that ,0és was alone used in the 
Tonic Greek ; and thus it wd seem to have been 
the most ancient form, which indeed can hardly 
be doubted, as its roughness would suggest. 
Hence it seems that this Ionic form, as well as 
not a few others on which I have touched, was 
introduced in the Alexn & Hellenistic Greek, 
as early as the time of the Sept. vers. being 
framed, and was, I doubt not, generally used in 
the Sept., though afterwards oft excluded by 
éx@és. Certain it is that ys is alone used by 
Lucian, who in other respects prefers the older 
and antique forms. 

9. I still prefer, with Ln., Tis., & Al., wapa- 
épecbe, since internal evidence is, as I have 
shown, so entirely in its favour, and I can 
ade hoa the very considerable external autho- 
a rom Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 90, 96, Ser. f, h, 
i. ,m, Mus, 5116, 16184, 19288. It can hardly 

doubted that the wepi arose almost entirely 
from error of scribes, who very oft confound 
napa & wrepl. 

10. éEovciay after sxovow is cancd by Tis, 
2 & 3, fr. D'!M only, but retained by Ln. & Al., 
of whom the latter pronounces the word to have 
come in from similarity to gxyovo.w. But the 
similarity is not so great as to confirm such a 
conjecture. It was more prob. lost by a variety 
of position in the early copies. And that there 
was such a variation of order, is plain fr. Chrys., 
who places éFouciay before ovx, as others did 
after ovx. That the word in the sense licence, 
privilegium, is quite cg Sarees plainly ap- 

ars from the context. The expression Zyecw 

Eovaiay (in this sense) occurs at Rom. ix. 21, 
1 Cor. ix. 5, 6, and the pbrase yi) ob« Eyouey 
&Eovciay, at 1 Cor. ix. 4. 

1. The words wepi duaprias after alua 
are cancd by Tis. & Al., fr. A; and they are 
twice omitted by Chrys. in his Comment., and 
are abs. fr. the Ath. Rom. vere. They are 
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‘placed after dysa in C 80, 116, al., Syr., Cop., 
& Arm.: and so Ln. edits. Hence there exists 
very slender authority for either change, and 
that not compensated by internal evidence, wh. 
is guile unfavourable. 1 should think that the 
words were lost through inadvertence of scribes, 
by the variation in position of the words, were 
it not that in Lam. 1184, while those words are 
retained, and in the usual place, other words, 
namely, als ra dyia dia Tou apy., have been 
expunged ; so that one may suspect that critics, 
thinking the wording overloaded, set themselves, 
as was their wont, to prune it by removing one 
of the two expressions of circumstance which 
could best be spared (comp. Hor. Epist. ii. 2, 
‘luxuriantia compescet’), wepi THs aduaprias. 
The same thing has happened very many times 
elsewhere, e. g. in this very phrase at Rom. 
viii. 13, where the words xai wepi tHe duap- 
vias were expunged by some of the same class of 
critics as those who chose to exercise their craft 
here; while others, retaining the words, re- 
moved é:a THe capKos, while of fathers some 
removed one of the two adjuncts of circumstance, 
and Hippolytue both. Those who here altered 
T7t duaptias to rev duaptiwv (as we find fr. 
several copies they did), had in mind a kindred 
paneeee of Gal. i. 4 (where see my note), also 

Joh. ii. 2, & iv. 10. Even waiving this con- 
sideration of internal evidence, to a gt words 
attested by all the MSS. exc. 2 or 3, confirmed 
by all verss. exc. one of the meanest, as also b 
Theodor., Theophvl., & C&cum., is against a 
sound crit. principles. 

18. For eixalbeniy: Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
we:Ooue8a, fr. AC1DIM 17, 673, 137; and 
though the external authority is scanty, it is 
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compensated by internal evidence, which ie in 
favour of the reading, the other seeming to have 
been substituted for it as a decidedly Pauline 
term, but, as I have shown in note on Acts 
xxvi. 26, not so suitable here as wei®ouar, the 
force of which term, as well as the truth of the 
reading, is ably evinced by Al., who might have 
added that the two most ancient and weighty 
copies that sustain t. rec. are only readings a 
tertia manu; though the persons from whom 
those alterations proceeded, seem to have been 
very learned and judicious critics, who seldom 
fail to point at the truth. I am now disposed to 
bracket at v. 22 the words tawy alewvwy, cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AC7KM and about 28 
curss. [add Lam. 1196, Mus. 16184, 19288, Ar. 
& Arm. verss., with Clem. & Theod.}, confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as the dpi 
seems to have been subjoined from the concla- 
sion to the Pauline Epistles, where, however, 
it has been almost universally expunged by the 
recent crit. editors, though almost always on 
trsecure grounds. What could induce so gene- 
rally prudent a critic as Griesb. to exclude the 
duny here, is to me inexplicable, since it is not 
absent fr. a single Greek copy. He, indeed, 
half excludes the dup at v. 25, on the authority 
of only one curs., the least trustworthy, namely, 
No. 17. Tis. & Al. have retained it in both 
passages, and they would better have done so at 
the other paveages where a blessing is pronounced 
at parting, such as tends to solemnily, namely, 
Rom. xv. 33, 2 Cor. xiii. 13, Phil. iv. 23, Col. 
iv. 18, 1 Thess. v. 28, 2 Thess. iii. 18, 1 Tim. vi. 
21,2 Tim. iv. 22, Tit. iii. 15, Philem. 25, where 
see my notes. 


JAMES. 


I. 3. Tis. 3 has now restored the words r#¢- 


wiorsws, wh. he had eapunged, on the autho- 
rity of only one curs. (81), with It. f, & the 
Syr. veres.; and with good reason, since it 
are indispensable to the sense, unless, indeed, 
we should suppose that the Apostle chose to 
x ae by enigma. Neither is it to be thought 
that any sane critic would ever have removed 
the words. But, how, it may be asked, came 
the Syriac translator to have paseed them over ? 
doubtless because they were not in his copy 
Yet to what are we to attribute their absence ? 
It aroee, I suspect, because at a very early period 
there was a variation of order in the words bm. 
+. wlor., which variation occasioned, as is oft 
the case, the omission of one of the two expres- 
sions. 

9. In xavydaoBbw di adedpoe, &e., Alford’s 
attempt to trace the connexion here is a signal 
failure (even more than that of Doddr.), and 
hence, specious as it may seem, it is wholly un- 
satisfactory. The very attempt to trace the con- 
nexion of thought in the mind of a writer who 

not even chosen to afford any clue, must be 
vain. Hence all that I have aimed at doing in 
my note, is all that the Apostle designed to do, 
namely, to intimate the connexion of this verse 
as existing, not with the immediately preceding, 
but with the portion further back at vv. 2, 3, 4, 


and fr. the general trials and temptations there 
treated on he here adverts to . trials in 
the form uf temptation to err from the path of 
Christian duty. I have already endeavoured in 
my note on this verse to carry out the full mean- 
ing intended by the Apostle. In doing this I 
have kept in view the passage of Jerem. (which 
I alone of the commentators have pointed out), 
namely, ix. 23, 24, wh xavyaoOw—ini ripe 
yis. In both passages there is the same gist of 
argument, and the general fournwre the same. 

ith the peculiar turn by orymoron one may 
com a not dissimilar one of Paul, 1 Cor. vii 
22,0 dv Kupiw xAnBeie sovlos—éovdAce iors 
Xpiorov. Why St. James here brought in 
what might seem harsh and far-fetched is ably 
pointed out by Cicum. (doubtless, from some 
ancient father), who after first indicating the 
clause 0 taweiwos ty rw ines avrov, com- 
ments on it thus: "Ex rov xara Oedy rawe:- 
vovoBar wav ayalov nuty weptylvera:, and 
then on the words of the second clause, o di 
awhovctos iv TH Tawetvece avrov, he remarks: 
"AxcXov0ov sv elwety (it had been more suit- 
able to say) o 62 wiovowos aloyuvic8e iv rz 
TaAMTEvoTntt avTOV, arAd +6 dvewayBiarepos 
peradi@xey (waiving what was rather hard to 
be borne) wapyjxev avro, ‘he put it aside.* 

ll. I would point, with Vat. B and the 





JAMES I. 12—20. 


Ist editors of R. Steph. & the Vig. vers. of 
1592, wapeXsbcerar averatr. yap, &c., trans- 
drt : oe Se ee ra ae as Al. 
supposes, supply a justification of we: dy8or ydp- 
Tov ®Wap., aan rather furnishes an illustration 
thereof, by ‘fication ; and dvareX. should 
be rendered, not arose, as Al.; but, asin E. V., 
hath arisen, uly: to doth arise, ts arisen; this 
being one of those cases, treated on by Matthei, 
Kihn. & Jelf, p. 399, obs. 2, in which a perf. 
tenee is equiv. in sense to a present, as in 7é0- 
vpyxa, ‘I am dead,’ pémenuat, BéByxa, and 
many others by them adduced, to which I add 
Jos. Ant. xiv. 4, 1, rpépecOas oupnBifnce, 
‘hath happened and doth happen,’ & Antiph. in 


‘AX cevou. frag. i. 2, dravra TeBodwxaet, have proposed 


n and are muddy and dirty.” This view is 
confirmed by the Syr. & Ar. veres., and is 
suitable to this mode of expression, in which, as 
oft in inartificial composition, the comparison 
and the thing com are blended, on which 
see Glase., Philol. Sacr., & Win. Gr. Of 
course, the same view is to be taken of éEajpave 
& aa as also of dwuwXero. Render: ‘is 
dried up, is fallen away, is perished, is gone.” 
As Gvres is oft left to be supplied by implica- 
tion fr. Sc, so the reverse here takes place, wh. 
occasions obscurity, and constitutes an irregu- 
larity of diction, though one of frequent occur- 
rence in the unstudied language of conversation 
and common life. 

12. Kupios after éxnyyeiN\. is caned by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. AB only; but I cannot exclude 
it on such slender authority, espy since external 
testimony is not decidedly favoured by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as it cannot, without great 
harshness, be supplied from the preccwns cotl- 
text so far off as v.7. Hence I suspect that 
& Kupror arose from a variation in reading, 
since some copies have o Oede, fr. v. 5, and 
hence it came to be omd in two Grk copies, and 
two Lat. ones of the It. vers. 

19. For &ore, Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. ed. lore, 
fr. ABC 73, 83, Vig., Cop., & Arm., and later 
Syr. marg.; while Tis. has, in his 3d edn, re- 
stored t. rec. Sars. Nevertheless, Al. has, with 
@ confidence hardly warranted by the circum- 
stances of a case which might seem an open ques- 
tion, edited fore, on the grounds, 1) that “ the 
external authority for it can hardly be rejected ;”” 
and 2) that internal considerations make the 
same way, since it is hardly possible that the 
simple and obvious Sors should have been 
altered into the difficult Jere. As to the 
former argument, we may ask, why should the 
testimony of 2 MSS., which has so very oft else- 
wh. been rejected, as falsifying, be here received 
without hesitation? espy considering that the 
insufficient external testimony deniauds the con- 
firmation of additional testes. As to the other 
argument, deduced fr. internal evidence, it is 
equally inconclusive, for granted that it was 
hardly peel that the simple and plain dors 
should have been altered into the difficult lore, 
we need not su any alteration, but only 


that it passed tnio lara by inadvertence of both 


transcribers. And as to the subjoined argu- 
ment founded on what the scribes usually ‘fed, 
or were likely to do, on such a matter Alf., 
from his having never collated MSS., must be 
quite unable to while to myself 


must pertain auiple means of judging from my 
having collated nearly threescore MSS., & hav- 


ing weighed all the minute variations of many 
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others‘ recorded in the collations of Mr. Scriv. 
It is true that the connexion with the preceding 
context rarely entered into the copyists’ minds : 
but, on the other hand, they were very unlikely 
to ‘ ish some connexion, plain or not:” 
that fell to the lot of a quite different class of 
reons, the official revisers, in conventual esta- 
lishments, or the self-constituted critics, to 
whom we owe a large portion of the licentious 
alterations so uent in varr. lectt. of Mill, 
Wetst., Matth., Griesb., Birch, Scholz, and 
Scriv. Besides, the change from iove to Sore 
was by no means so “ obvious a one” as Al. sup- 
poses. As to the inference, so called for on the 
ground of “the context being destroyed by the 
change,” some modern editors may, like 
some of the —— hhegases care ape gran 
destroying the logic of a passage, as they have 
done haw by doin away with the inference ; 
bat philology, which they do understand, might 
have taught them that fore, whether taken as 
an imperat., ‘know this,’ or as an indic., ‘ye 
know," ‘are aware, produces no sense but one 
here quite unsuitable, in fact, such an hiulca 
oratio (to use Cicero's phrase) as no where else 
I believe, occurs,—the construcn being disjoin 
and anomalous, and the sense forced and yet 
frigid, so that the reviser of the text of the MS. 
A might well seek to ease it by subjoining 32, 
while other revisers, as we find fr. a few curss., 
thought am ton the best cure for the evil. 
I suspect, however, that gore came from a 
inal gloss, or var. lect. on gorw, and the 
words are sometimes confounded, as are also 
gore & Gore. See exx. in Greg. de Dial., 
p. 530, Schaef. It is worthy of observation, 
that the di after éerw was seemingly foisted in 
by the same critics as those who obtruded iorz, 
in order to help the construcn, since the same 
MSS. present both readings. Ihave only to add, 
that Tis. ratifies my rejection of the reading fore, 
and confirms my view as to the bearing of inter- 
nal evidence, by the following brief determina- 
tion of the point at issue: ““Qore alienissimum 
ab emendatore est. “lore, si quis male tulisset, 
Zores eum, in illius locum, transpositurum fuisse 
vix dubium est. Contra tore est etiam quod 
alii Zo7rw i, alii cai Eorw ecripeerunt.” 

20. For ov kavepyaterat, Ln. & Al. ed. 
ovx coy at. fr. ABC® and 10 curss. [add Scr. 
18, Mus. 11836, Cov. 5 (the Sinai MS.), passed 
over by Mill}. The reading is very specious, 
but internal evidence is too unfavourable to 
permit its adoption, since it is far more likely 
to have been the correcn than xavtepy., inas- 
much as xatepy. might easily be altered to 
épyat., as it was at the precisely similar case at 
2 Cor. vii. 10, where see my note. The dis- 
tinction there made by Al. between the two 
terms ipy. & xarepy., is like that which he lays 
down here, and in each épyaY. is supposed to give 
the general ethical sense, and xatepy. the more 
special and particular ical one. But sup- 
posing it to be well founded, that is the very 
reason why he should have retained xareny. at 
as prob. Tis. now sees, being, it 
seems, quite aware that here at least the critics 
stumbled at xarepy. as being a stronger term 
than was needed, and so substitu'ed épyaf., 
which was suggested by the kindred pas 
of Acts x. 35, and Heb. xi. 33, though the dif- 
ference in sense is eo slight that it cannot safely 
be pressed on, the simple verb being Luke's 
expression, and that of the writer of the Epistle 


eq 
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to the Hebrews, the compound of Paul‘s and 
James's. 

22. For udvov axpoarai, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read axp. jxov., regarding t. rec. as a correcn to 
the usual order, by which povoy is accustomed 
to be placed by the side of pm & ob: which is 
very true, but the other position is not unpre- 
cedented ; nay, it recurs tnfr. ii. 24, 1 Joh. v. 
6, sine v. 1., as also Joh. xi. 52, obx owip rou 
E8vove povov, and so Sept., Numb. xii. 2. Be- 
sides, that such a change as pov. dxp. should 
have been made for no urgent reason, and have 
got into all the copies exc. one—for the e¢ alts 
of Scholz is a mere shadow—is incredible. It is 
evident that on that one rests the correcn of posi- 
tion for intensity of sense, as in/T. ii. 24, and the 
two passages of St. Jobn, in the latter of which 
passages B again stands alone in presenting the 
correcn povw, just as at Rom. iii. 29, where for 
povov B and a few of its usual followers have 
-mdvewy, scil. "Iovd., in each case a correcn in 
order to impart force, such as is found in several 
pas of Thueyd., where the transposition, on 
which Poppo treats, occurs in the MSS. How- 
ever, it is possible that hero the position of yuo- 
vov in B arose fr. error of scribe, owing to the 
variation of position having occasioned, as oft, 
omission, and thus the word wd be in the arche- 
type of B placed in the marg. for insertion, and 
mee brought in by the copyist at the wrong 

ace. 

25. The first otros is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABC 13, 29, 68, 73 (not adit, as Sch.), 
Vig., Cop., Syr., & Ar. werss.; while Tis. 3 
restores the word, rightly regarding its absence 
asa manifest correcn, adding: ‘‘ ovros bis posi- 
tum satis convenit Jacobi dictioni; nec pro ipsa 
re, ac testium ratione, apte dici potest ab ovx« 
visa esse instituenda apodosis.” 

. After Op. eTvac, Griesb., Sch., Ln., Tis., 
& Al. cancel éy duiv, fr. ABC h (not H, as 
Sch. states), 27, 29, 66%, 68, 73, Vig., Cop., Syr., 
& Sah. veres. I have single-brackd the words, 
and might have double-brackd them, as being 
prob. interpolated fr. infr. iii. 13, v. 13, 14; 
and certainly they were far more likely to be 
interpolated than , espy since the Ap. 
seems to have wiived the use of the words here 
in order to make the sentiment more general 
(as supr. v. 19 & 23), and consequently of more 
extensive application. Just after, Tis. 3 has 
rightly ed. dAAd, fr. ABCG, but no curss. 

owever, I can furnish Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. f, 
g ky 0, and a few ancient Mus. curss., as 

ov. 2. 


27. rw before Oa is cancd by Tis. 3, after 
Griesb., fr. C®?GK and nearly 40 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 96, Scr. f, g, h, j, k,1, m, 0, 
& Mus. 5116, 16184, 19288, Cov. 2, 3, 4]; while 
Al., with Sch. & Ln., retains the vo, as I have 
also done; internal evidence being in favour of 
the art., wh. was far more likely to be inad- 
vertently passed over by ecribes than inserted by 
critics. Besides, the Apostle was far more likely 
to have written what presents the /w/l sense, ‘ in 
the presence of Him who is our God and 
Father,’ than to leave a most important, as 
Chrys. shows, part of the sense tmplied. 


II. 2. +Hv before cuvay. is cancd by Ln. & Al, 
fr. BC alone, to wh. I can only add Lam. 1184, 
but Tis. 2 & 3 retains it, rightly, since the art. 
is indispensable, as being required by the dua», 
and by the peculiar force of cuvaywyi, here 
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alone found in the N. T. to denote a Christian 
place of worship. The critics, who removed the 
art. to impart a compact brevity to the composi- 
tion, had doubtless in mind such e8 as 
Joh, vi. 59, xviii. 20, where the art. is dispensed 
with, agreeably to the usual short-cut diction of 
the Evangelist. Al. is the less excusable for 
excluding the art. here, since he admits, though 
unwillingly, that the word may here be under- 
stood of a Christian assembly for worship; and 
he adduces an example of this very rare usage 
fr. Test. xii. Patr. p. 747, éy rais cuvayeyais 
vay Bvmv, but why not have adduced, what 
would have been so much more to the purpose, 
Ignat. Epist. ad Trall., p. 5, cuv»abpoicnua 
dytov, cuvaywyt ociey, also in Epist. ad Poly- 
carp. p. 207, wuxvorepov suvaywyal ywiabe- 
guy, and Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. vi. p. 633, 
adj0eca ovpavobey avwley iwi THY cuvayeyhy 
ixxAnolas addiyuévn? ‘Puwapa is not well 
rendered vile, or filthy; it rather signifies eit 
as oprovee to the clean, white, and bright cloth- 
ing of the rich (thus Artem. On. ii. 3, puwapa 
inaria xai drvra), also generally aa os 
being faded, as opposed to handsome. Jos. 
Ant. vii. 11, 3, & Cebet. Tab. 10, puwapay 
éo6%7ra, and /Elian in Var. Hist. xiv. 10, puwa- 
pay aha 

3. For «ai before éw:BA., Tis. & Al. edit dz, 
fr. BCK 69,—slender authority, but to which I 
can add Lam. 1182 & 84. It may be genuine, 
but I suspect it to be a mere crit. correcn ang- 
gested by some It. copies: and hence it is with 
reason rejected by Ln. Adtm@ is cancd by 
Griesb., Sch., Ln., Tis, & Al, fr. ABC and 
6 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. j], with three 
most ancient copies of the Ve. & It. verss., the 
later Syr. & Arm. verss., & Theophyl. 

4. «ai before ob is cancd by Ln., Tis. 2, & 
Al., fr. AB9C and 16 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 
83, 84, Scr. h], with the Syr., Vig., Cop., & 
Arm. verss., & of fathers Antioch. & the Catena : 
but I still retain it, internal evidence being op- 
posed to its exclusion, as Tis. now sees, who has 
restored it, with the remark: “ «ai non minus 
ab aliena manu abhorret quam cur a tot testibus 
subjectum sit, clarum est.” B & 2 It. copies 
exclude both words. 

5. adeX. pov dyaw.| The fact that there are 
no less than three variations of order in these 
few words in 4 or 5 curss., is a proof how care- 
less were the ascribes, or fastidious the ancient 
critics, as to petty minutia of this kind. The 
most evident correcn is that of Lam. 1184, now 
ade. ol ayuw. As to the reading re «copes, 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AIBC! alone, 
internal evidence isso much in its favour that 
I am disposed to adopt it. Receiving it, we 
may ig Rom. iv. 19, ui) doOenjcas we 
alors. owever, most of these datives of 
reference are ill founded; and hence I cannot 
here feel quite satisfied as to the original text, 
and it is very possible that the Apostle wrete 
WT. Tov Koguov, and that te xccpe came 
either from scribes, who perpetually confound 
o & ov, or was a correcn of critics, to match the 
dat. at wiorat; which, however, was unneces- 
sary, since there is no verbal antithesis. 

6. For oix, Tis. 3 adopts odyi, fr. AC and 
1 curs. (180), also, as he opines, others. I can 
indeed add Lam. 1182, 84, but although, as Tis. 
remarks, ‘‘nec ovy v. 5, nec ov« v. 7, fluctuat™ 
(and he refers to ch. Vii. 42, as justifying the 
course he has taken); yet the two writers are 
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different, and the state of the evidence very dif- 
ferent. There, it can hardly be doubted, ovyi 
is the genuine reading; here external authority 
will not permit, and internal evidence dissuades 
ovxl, wh. may be a correcn to strengthen the 
pointed interrogation ; or the : may have 8 run 
from the subsequent o. Hence I still, wit 
Ln. & Al., retain ody. 

10. For the futures rn pjoet & wraios:, Ln., 
Tie, & Al read rnpyjoy and wraion, the former 
fr. BC & 2 curss., the latter fr. ABC, and one 
curs., though both are confirmed by Theoph. 
& CScumen., and the Vig. Yet the absence of 
all cures. for the second, and the presence of 
only two for the first, throws a shade over the 
genuineness of the reading. Nevertheless, in- 
ternal evidence is so strongly in its favour, that 
1 am disposed to adopt it, as taken in the sense, 
‘ whosoever may have raaertrag | have failed.’ 
Comp. Matt. viii. 20 & Lk. viii. 58, wou xXivn, 
where «Xive: (read «xAcvei) is, as here, a correcn 
to plainer reading ; see my note. 

3. I would now read aviXsos, from ABCK 
and 30 curss., excl. of Lam. 1184, 96, Scr. g, j, 
k, 1, m, 0, Mus. 5116, 19288. The readings 
avnAcoc & dvfXeos, found in several curss., in- 
cluding a few Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, are 
either errors of scribes, or itacisms; but they go 
far to confirm dyéXeos, which carries in its 
Alexn and Hellenistic form en evidence of 
pig Kai before xatraxav. is cancd by 

., Lis., & Al., fr. BGK and very many curse. 
add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, h, j, 

, 1, m, o, Mus. 11836 & al.], confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence in its favour, inasmuch as the 
particle was far more likely to be mserted by 
revisers, who were unaware of the emphatic force 
of the asyndeton (which is to pvint so weighty a 
dictum), than removed by critica for the purpose 
of stnlroducing the emphasis, which is quite in 
the Apostle’s manner. Hence I would now 
double-bracket the xai. 

14. +o before Spedov is cancd by Ln., fr. 
BC!; and, as Tis. observes, nearly the same 
copies omit it at v. 16, and similar ones at 
1 Cor. xv. 32. But G@edos rather than ro 
Opados is the more usual expression, as will 
appear fr. the adduced by Dind. on 

teph. Thes. in v. But, independently of that 
fact, the art. is here required, though critics 
might think it as well away after ri: yet that 
being txterrogative does not alter the case, since 
706 OgeX. denotes the use or profit accruing. 

15. woe after Aas. is cancd by Ln., Te., & 
Al., fr. BC, but no curss.; nor can I adduce 
any. Internal evidence may indeed be urged 
for its absence, as likely to 
in from the scholiasts; but, considering the ex- 
treme slenderness of the external evidence for 
its omissn, it was likely to have been removed by 
fastidious critics for euphony. In such cases it 
were vain to adduce verss., as the Syr., Cop., & 
Sah. (to which might be added the Vlg.), they 
being of no authority ; nor even fathers, as An- 
tioch. The Greek commentators and Catenists 
have weight ; and they all present won. 

18. I continue to be of the same opinion as 
heretofore, that t. rec. is untenable, inasmuch 
as it is impossible to extract from it any suitable 
sense Without putting the word to the torture, 
and then we only arrive at a very forced sense. 
But in getting rid of one difficulty we have only 
to exchange it for another, and that not easy to 
be removed, namely, to account for its happen- 


ave been brought. 
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ing that a reading so suitable to the context as 
wpis would seem to be, came to be altered in 
1 the copies but a comparatively few to é«. 
That difBculty is not even noticed by Al., who 
has applied himself successfully to remove much 
of the perplexity which expositors had found, or 
made, here. In endeavouring to supply an 
acknowledged want, 1 have ventured to pro- 
pound what presents the best solution of the 
difficulty that I can think of, which may at least 
lead to that result by stimulating to 
research. In a case so fraught with difficulty 
and doubt as this, we may, I trust, be permitted 
to hazard the conjecture, that the Apostle him- 
self wrote ixrés Tiwy épywr, ‘without the works 
[requisite to it). The Apostle might here 
eauploy duos for the sake of the sarcasm it im- 
lies, a use of wh. I have adduced three exx. fr. 
lato, Hdot., and Sophocl. But é«7 6s being writ- 
ten by obscure abbrevn, might by some scribes 
be mistaken for ix, eapy since it occurs at the 
next clause, and the fact that é« and éxrds have 
been elsewhere confounded by ecribes, 1 have 
proved by two exx. derived fr. Xenoph. Again, 
that yapie and éxrds have been elsewhere inter- 
changed even in the N. T., is placed beyond 
doubt by the state of the MS. evidence at 2 Cor. 
xii. 3, where we have in all the MSS. exc. three 
uncials as here, and nearly the same uncials, 
éxtos, for which xwpie is adopted alone of 
the editors by Ln., Tis., & Al., who take for 
granted (such is their wont) that éxrds was a 
crit. correcn fr. v. 2, as if such a futile correcn 
would have got into all the copies exc. three, 
and two of those almost fellow-copies from the 
same original, whereas in those two copies it 
might well be a correcn of fastidious critics 
whose purpose was to remove a tautology and 
impart a variation of expression. To advert to 
the present case, that sume curss. will yet be 
found in the many copies as yet uncollated or 
ill collated, 1 do not doubt. Indeed, Valesius 
and Estius attest that such there are extant, and 
that such had place in the MSS. used by the 
Vig. & Syr. translators, Est. affirms as a fact; 
and of such a fact he was no incompetent 


judge. 

20. For vaxoa, Ln., Tis., & Al. alone edit 
épyn, fr. BC! 27, 29 (to which I can add 
nothing), and 4 ancient copies of the It. & Vig. 
verss., with the Sah. & Arm. Al. pronounces 
that apyy is “beyond reasonable doubt the 
genuine reading: on what ground, it may be 
asked ?—because it was unlikely that the easier 
reading vexpa would be altered into the less 
eaty dpyy. But that is a criticism futile, as 
resting on a false foundation. Each word is 
indeed not without its dtficulty; but vexp, 
while it is rather per se the more difficult term, 
is the less likely to be an a/teration, though one 
likely to be stumbled at, as appears from the 
trouble it has given to expositors elsewhere. It 
was, however, the one more likely to be used by 
the Apostle, as being a sort of technical term in 
scriptural phraseology, employed not only by 
St. Paul, Heb. vi. 1, ix. 14, but by St. James 
himeelf supr. v. 17 & infr. v. 26. It was, how- 
ever, stumbled at by the critics, who introduced 
the neater and class. term apy7, and espy in 
order the better to avoid tautology, and promote 
variety of expression. The vsxpd, however, 
has only to be rightly explained in order that its 
suitability here may be perceived ; its true sense, 
as being = depyn, is devoid of force or power, 
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inefficacious, and consequently useless. So 
Philoetr. Vit. Soph. 1 it cap. i. p. 547, ixa- 
Lee 8 (6 ‘Hpwédyns) trdv dovpBorov wAovTov 
xal pecdot xexoXucuivoy vexpov mrovrTor. 

. Toivey is cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & 
AL, fr. ABC and about 12 cures. [add Lam. 
1184, 85), confirmed by the It., Vig., Syr., & 
Cop. verss. (verss. here have great weight), so 
that I am disposed to dowble-bracket the word 
as insititious. 


III. 3 For iéod, or idé, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
el 62, from ABGK and 20 curss. (add Scr. ], m, 
Mus. 11836, Cov. 2, omd by Mill), with the 
Vig. vers., and some copies of the Ital. And on 
&@ more mature consideration of the state of the 
evidence, I can no longer retain even iéé, not- 
withstanding the strong external authority for 
it,—to which I can add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 
96, Ser. g, h, i; k, and nearly all the Mus. 
copies,—internal evidence being agatnst it, as 
will appear fr. my note on Joh. xix. 26, 27, and 
espy my note on Rom. ii. 17, where, as I have 
shown, léé was a correcn of critics to remove 
the anaculuthon,—exactly the case here, with 
this difference, that here it is much harsher, and 
not occasioned by the same cause as there. 
Here there is not merely an anacoluthon, but an 
utter anomaly, like a few of the most glaring 
ones in AMschyl]., Thucyd., & Pind. Here, as 
says Al., it consists in the apodosis to ef coming 
in after usrayourv, also by the second com- 
parison, ushered in by the dou for impressive- 
ness,—taking up not the profasts with its ef dé, 
but only the apodosts furegoing. The anomaly 
is perhaps one greater than any other occurrin 
inthe N. T. Jn fact, St. James, like St. Paul, 
& St. John, in the Apocalypse, belongs to a 
class of writers like Thucyd. & A®schyl., who, 
engrossed with their subject, are so overpowered 
by the very abundant flow of their thoughts, as 


to take little care to adjust the construcn of be 


their sentences; the consequence of which was 
that they occasionally fell into various anoma- 
lies, which, howr, as being redeemed by a con- 
stant depth of thought and weightiness of senti- 
ment, leave the serious reader little disposed to 
exercise petty criticism. 

For wpos rod wald., Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
els 7. w., fr. BC (alone) & Damasc.—a reading, 
howr, wh. from its slenderness of authority re- 
quires internal evidence decidedly in its farour 
to justify its adoption : but that is not at all the 
case, since, on a careful examination of all the 

ssages of N. T., where wpos, or els, is fol- 

owe y an infin. of purpose, preceded by +d, 
I find that ele is of very frequent occurrence ; 
while the other is comparatively rare (see Matt. 
vi. 1, xxiii. 5, wpos 7d Oeuljvat), and even then 
sometimes altered to ele in this very class of 
uncials ; though on one occasion, namely, Acts 
iii. 14, als is altered to wycs in B, just as ele +d 
to wpoe 706 at 2 Cor. ix. 5, in BDFG, and in- 
judiciously adopted by Ln., also at 1 Thess. i. 6, 
and at Philem. 5. On the contrary, els was 
altered to wpds at Lk. xiv. 28, and got into 
t. rec. See my note there. On the whole, it 
can hardly be doubted, that here els was a 
crit. correcn to more usual diction, aud better 
, 

4. The position dvéuwy oxX., adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCK and 8 caree: fad’ Lacy 
1182, 83, 84, Ser. h, m, o, Mus. 5116, 16184), 
Witly the It., Vig., Cop., Sah., & both the Syr. 
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verss., a8 also the Caten. & Damasc., is prob. 
the genuine reading. 

5. For meyahavxit, Tis. 3 edits peydAa av- 
xei, fr. AC! (alone) with the Vig.; while Al 
retains t. rec., with reason, since external autho- 
rity for the other is insufficient, and not su 
ported by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
reading may have sprung fr. careless scribes, or 
fr. revisers whose purpose was to introduce a 
plainer term, derived prob. fr. a schol., or sug- 
gested by the Latin copies. There is, indeed, 
no proof, and little bility, that the expres- 
sion s«eydadAa avyety ever existed, espy since 
there was no need of it. And considering that 
peyadavyéw occurs several times in the Sept. 
& the writers of the Apocrypha, and was used 
not only by Josephus & Philo, but by the later 
Grk writers, as Polyb., Diod., Plut., Agath., & 
others, down to Theodor. Stud.; it was evi- 
dently a term of Hellenistic and also ordinary 
Grk, and conseduen ey was very likely to be 
used by St. James. hen I say there is no 
proof that ueyaAa abysw ever existed, 1 must 
not conceal that the state of the text in Lam. 
1]82 gives some countenance to it, and that MS. 

so oft with A at Jeast, that it was not 
unlikely to have zeydAa aiyei. But ali that 
I can testify to is, that the original readin 
seems to have been peyad’ avy:t; and since 
find in the poet Agathias, Anthol. Pal. v. 273, 
3,7 peyahavyioaca, where the trne reading 
may be weyaA’ a’yijcaca, which the harmony 
of the verse seems to require,—yet I doubt not 
that in the archetype of Lam. 1182, there was 
written peyadavy., and that the scribe inad- 
vertently hrought in usyad’ ady., wh. certainly 
no writer would ever have written. 

6. For dAiyov, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit #A dixon, 
fr. A3BC!, Vig., Chrys., Antioch., & GEcumen., 
and the edn of Colineus. And in deference to 
the united judgments of Ln., Tis., & Al, I shd 
dis to receive it, since, scanty as is the 
external authority for it, it would seem to be 
confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as 
édiyov may be thought a gloss, or easier read- 
ing, derived fr. a scholiast. But internal evi- 
dence may be pleaded against as well as for the 
reading. It brings in a smart, well-pointed anti- 
thesis, favoured by “apt alliteration’s artful 
aid,” yet what is any thing but agreeable to 
the manner of the Apostle, though quite so te 
that of Lucian, from whom alone has been ad- 
duced the only ela of this use of sAixot to 
signify quaxtulus. Tis., indeed, says that he 
could defend it from those s in which, 
like that of Lucian Hermot. §, it denotes guan- 
tulus. But why did he not subjoin at least a 
reference to those passages? Even Al. has not 
been enabled to adduce or refer to more than 
the soli of Lucian, nor have the 
Dindorfs, on Steph. Thes. in voc.,e more. 
Al., indeed, has supplied the tcords of Lucian ; 
but had he fully weighed them (as no one is 
more capable of doing) he would have seen that 
the passage does any thing but help the cause 
for which it was adduced, since there the witty 
buffoon who speaks, deals in most bitter trong, 
and of course the passage affords not an atom of 
evidence that nAixoe was ever used in serious 
parlance to denote quantulus or quanttlius. The 
reading at v. 7, daudaous ddvar. dvOp., ed. by 
Ln., fr. BC alone, was, like ésddpacra: «ai 
Guna. in the same veree, 8 mere correcs pre- 
ceeding from shallow critics. 
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8. For dxardoyetroy, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
axutactratoy, fr. AB and one curs. alone 
(No. 7), together with the Vlg., and those verss. 
which almost always follow it, namely, the Cop. 
& Arm.,—slender authority, and not com- 
pensated by internal evidence in its favour, the 
reading being quite indefensible as yielding a 
sense bordering on absurdity; for the best that 
can be made of it is what Al. expresees by a 
restless mischief, a8 serving to convey the united 
idea of fickleness and restlessness. But that view 
of the sense involves a harshness and incon- 
gruity of metaphor more than Aechylean or 
Pindaric, and which in plain prose is not to be 
tolerated. The expression of Dio Chrys, ad- 
duced by Al., doratoy xaxoy (to wh. J could 
add Dionys. Hal. Ant. vi. 74, wodtrsia dxata- 
or., Aristid. ap. Steph. Thes. rapay# axara- 
or., Xen. Cyr. v. 3, 43), is insufficient to 
justify this reading, since it merely denotes tn- 
stability, unsettledness, a sense here not to the 
puree : neither does the passage of Hermas ii. 
, adduced by Al., wovnpdv wvevna = dxara- 
cratrov datmomov, yield any real support, 
because there dxat. does not signify restless, but 
unstayable, not to be quelled. Comp. Milton, 
Par. Reg.: ‘‘ Hail, Son of the Most High! 
Queller of Satan.” But as said of a thing, it 
would be intolerably harsh. Besides, the term 
is, as I have shown, inconsistent with the con- 
text; nor is it certain that the Vlg. vers. repre- 
sents axataot., but rather a@oratrov. How- 
ever, it is very unlikely that Jerome should 
have written tnquietum, since in his Dial. contr. 
Pelag. 1. ii., he quotes the by tucon- 
tinens malum, which term, as Est. here remarks, 
is to be taken passively, ‘‘ pro eo quod contineri 
non potest.” And so Seneca v. 9, Quast. Nat. 
iii., uses it as an epithet, “‘ magna vis unde :” 
and I suspect that in the Italian ff, txconstans 
arose fr. error of scribe for tncuntinens, through 
mistake of the abbreviation ; and further, [ am 
of A ae that in like manner dxaracy. might 
easily be confounded with éxatactarot, which, 
as occurring spr. i. 8, made it more likely that 
it should be inadvertently brought in here. 
That Est. was of this opinion is evident, espy 
since he does not attempt to defend his Vulg., 
which, whenever it is possible, he does. Here, 
however, it would be needless, since the old 
It. vers., and the later one of Jerome, seem to 
have presented the same reading, which quite 
answers to the Grk dxaracyerop, and that is 
supported by both the Syr. verss., and also the 
Arab. & Eth. verss., and it is confirmed b 
Epiph., ores, Naz., Damasc., Theophyl., 
CBeuinen. t was likely that St. James should 
have used dxatracy., since it is found in the 
Sept., Aq., Symm., & Theodot., also in Jos. 
Ball. ii. 2, » PoBos axaracy., sine v. 1., 
Philo i. p. 695, Plut., lian, Diod. Sic., 
Liban., Mix. Tyr., & Heliod., but not the 
earlier and purer Grk writers. Thus it is, we 
see, a term of Alexn, Hellenistic, and later 
Greek, and thus very likely to be used by St. 
James, and the harshness occasioned by the 
blending of two images is, at any rate, less such 
than that produced by axardotutos. Of the 
two figures, the former (axaracy.) is derived 
from a virulent disease which has taken such 
fast hold on the body that it cannot be stayed ; 
the lutter, from the careless bite of a venomous 
serpent. Comp. Ps. cxxxix. 3, ids dowidwr bwé 
Ta xeidy avTov, a passage, doubtless, present to 
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the mind of the Apostle. As respects the 
former readg, it is prob. that a pure-Greek class. 
author would have written axatractraror, which 
is oft used by Hippocr. & Galen, and, I believe, 
Areteeus, of disorders, pagar a aa by the 
inconstancy and variableness of their symptoms, 
and the uncertainty of the crises ; consequently, 
axatactaros may be a correcn of critics, 

9. For Oed», Ln., Tis., & Al. read Kdpso», fr. 
ABC & 2 cursa, (4 & 13), with the Syr., Cop., 
& Arm. verss., and 2 copies of the lt., & Vig., 
& Cyr. But the slenderness of authority for- 
bids its adoption, though internal evidence may 
be urged in its favour as being, Al. alleges, the 
more difficult reading. But the words Oeds & 
xUpioe were so oft interchanged by the scribes 
that the argument has here not its usual force. 
K prov may have arisen either from inadvertence 
of scribes, or from licence of critics in order to 
bring in the rare and forcible sense inculcated 
by Al. Nevertheless, since internal evidence 
is at an equal balance, and external very an- 
cient, I am disposed to regard the reading as 
involving an open question. 

2. On more mature consideration as to the 
int connected with the disputed reading here, 
am disposed to adopt, with Gr., Ln., Tis., & 

Al., o}re aXuxdy for ob. obdeu. wy aduKdv 
xat, fr. ABC 13, 27, 29, 66%, 83, 142, Vig., & 2 
copies of the It. vers. and Cyr. ; since the autho- 
rity is weighty from its antiquity, and confirmed 
by internal evidence being in ite favour, since 
the shorter reading has here, it seems, been ex- 

ded into the longer, prob. in order to draw 
orth the full force of the expression, and get 
rid of a omer? aire flaw in composition by the 
use of ovre, as if the former sentence had been 
a negative one; also, to make the comparison 
direct instead of tmplied. 

17, 18 I would now single-bracket the xai 
after dé:axp., fr. ABC and 6 curses. [add Lam. 
1182}, the Vig., Arm., Cop., and later Syr. 
verss., & 3 copies of the It., with Didym. & 
Damasc., confirmed by internal evidence,—the 
xai being more likely to be inserted, as oft 
elsewh., than expunged. The rij before d:- 
«xa:oc. I wd now double-bracket, fr. ABCG & 
about 12 curss. {add Lam. 1182, 84, 85, Scr. h, k], 
confirmed, as I have shown, by internal evidence. 


IV. 1. On more mature consideration, I am 
disposed to admit, with Sch., Ln., Tis., & AL, 
the 2d woe, fr. ABC & 5 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 84], with the Cop., the later Syr. & Arm. 
veres., besides three copies of the It. vers., with 
Theophyl. & Jer., somewhat confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence, from the forcthle mode of ex- 
pression which characterizes this Epistle. For 
the same reason, I cannot bring myself to dis- 
turb, or even question the genuineness of, the 
reading at next verse, qovevare, for which 
PUovetre, read by some critics, is to be rejected, 
though attested by several early edd., as Erasm. 
2, Colin, Wolf Ceph., Bogard, Schmid, & 
Beza; which, however, did not arise from mere 
crit. conjecture; for I cannot believe that 
Erasm., Wolf-Ceph., & Colin, would adopt such 
into the text of Scripture. That they ever did 
so remains to be proved; and on carefully 
testing evidence, I find @ov. was likely to 
occur in one or two curss., hitherto uncol- 
lated, or ill collated, espy such as deal in 
lectiones singulares, and will, I doubt not, be 
one day found. If a crit. conjecture could be 
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tolerated, movdre would be preferable, which 
might be confirmed from Hesych., move’ go- 
vevoa: éibvurt, prob. a gloss founded on 
the schol. on Soph. Phil. 1209, & Antig. 117. 
And the word might be used by St. James, 
since it occurs thrice in /Elian, twice in Phil. 
Jud., p. 241 & 734. And when Greg. Naz., ad- 
duced by Hemsterh. on Steph. Thes., says of 
the disciples of Christ, who were in constant 
fear of the Jews, that they lived éy péow Tay 
covwyrtwy, he may have had this passage in 
mind, That this reading will be found in some 
MSS. of N. T., Ido not doubt; and, could we 
find any authority for transposing the verbs, as 
payxeote & woden. are 80 found in Lam. 1196, 
the objection of Al. would hardly apply, and 
the strongly figurative cast of the passage (which 
he admits) would confirm the reading, of which 
the meaning it would yield might surely be 
justified, as the suffrages of such competent 
judges as Est., Beng., De Wette, & Wiesing., in 
its favour, must evince. As to Alford’s onecnen, 
that “the matter-of-fact air of the following 
clause, kai ddvacOs twervyety, supports the 
fullest sense of hovevers,”’ that will not prove 
that movevere must necessarily be so taken as a 
matter of fact. Why should not the strong 
term gov. be, as oft elsewhere, modified by the 
air of the context, as in the similar passage of 
Ecclus. xxxi. 26, povedwy tov wAnaloyv 6 apac- 
potmevos cupBiwowy (scil. avrov) Kai ixyéwy 
alua 6 dwoorepwy utcldy picBiov? where for 
ouuBiwe. read éuf., from the Alexn MS., and 
a few other ancient copies, the sense being ‘ that 
whereon he lives.” So Chrys., t. iv. p. 288, 6 
apap. tuBiwow roy (read tov) wAnoiov au- 
vov. Now can any expressions be more maéler- 
of-fact ones than dparp. cuuB. & awoorepwy 
wo0, w., and can any be stronger than movevwy 
and éxxéwy alua? Yet sound sense suggests 
that they must be considerably modified and 
qualified by the context, so as to be understood 
of a disposition to do what fends to the utter 
ruin of the person. Comp. Soph. Cid. Tyr. 
534, moves dv rovde ravépos tupavws, & 
espy Ps. xxxvii. 14. It is true that the state of 
Jewish society at the time of this Epistle was, 
as we may infer from what we find in Josephus, 
such as to make instances of what is here said 
prob. of no rare occurrence even in the literal 
sense; but the inference drawn by Al. as to the 
Christian portion of Jewish society may be 
taken exception to, and the fuct denied. See my 
note on tnfr. v. 1. 

3. On more maturely weighing the state of 
the evidence at the commencing words of the 
verse, | am inclined to think that in the origi- 
nal there were not two terms to point at the 
sinners apostrophized, but one only. The autho- 
rity for this, though slender in amount, is 
weighty by the high antiquity of the MSS. and 
verss. wh. compose it, the latter espy as being in 
a matter where verse. have great weight. Exter- 
nal evidence stands thus: AB 13, It. ff, Vig., 
Syr., Cop., ASth., & Arm. verss. It is true that 
part of it, that which rests in the verss., attests 
sotxoi alone. Internal evidence too confirms 
the existence of one term only, and the same, in 
some measure, holds good of po:yadides, if at 
least the use of the femin. for the masc. here 
has been piguily explained by Al., after Thiele, 
and adopted by Tis, who expresses it thus: 
* Oritur vero inde quod Jacobus tali voce h. 1. 
utitur orationi non minima gravitas, convenitque 
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translato sensui, quem solum loco isti aptum 
habeo, multo magis si qui desciverunt a Dei 
foedere omnes communiter po:yaAlées compel- 
lantur, quam si sexus ratio habetur et uterque 
curiose ponitur.” In deference to the united 
judgment of Tis. & Al., lam ready to give my 
adhesion to their view. At any rate, I entirely 
agree with Tis., that the rendering by the mase. 
in the ancient verss. does not hinder but that the 
transirs may have had in their Grk copies woryxoil, 
although w:th a liberty, or licence of interpreta- 
tion, which they sometimes so used as to abuse, 
they may have thought fit to express not the 
femin. but the masc. in their verss. This licence 
of the translators, aided by the framers of the 
lectionaries, mainly tended to introduce the 
Motxoi Kai poryax. of t. rec. 

5. I cannot adopt the punctuation of Gr., 
Sch., & Tis. 3, Aéyee; since it does violence to 
the construcn, and mars the flowing character of 
the expression. For xatwxnoevy, Ln. & Al. 
ed. xatwxio., fr. AB et al., but what are those 
alii? I find none, and even A has xavwx et cep, 
an evident itacism for -c¢v, so that caTwxtoe 
rests wholly on B, and there it may be a mere 
correcn in order to lessen the difficulty of inter- 
preting the context; on which see my note. In 
short, [ cannot consent to remove a reading sup- 
ported by all the copies exc. one, confirmed by 
all the verss. of any weight. 

10. I am now disposed to bracket rov Kup., 
cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABK and 5 curas. 
pee Lam. 1182, 84], and Orig., somewhat con- 

rmed by internal evidence. 

1). For «ai, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 4, fr. AB 
and 9 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, Ser. j, 0, 
Mus. 16184, Cov. 3 & 4, omd by Mill], with 
Vig., ols Sah., and both the Syr. versa, and 
Theophyl. It is very prob. the true reading. 
But the words are so oft confounded by scribes, 
and tampered with by critics, that certainty is 
difficult to be attained. 

12. After vosoérns, Ln., Tis., & Al. sab- 
join xai «pits, fr. AB and above 40 curss. 

add Lam. 1182, 83, 96, Scr. g, h, m, o}, with 
most of the verss., & several ancient fathers; and 
the words seem, for the reason I have stated, 
nuine. For ds xpivees, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 

o xplvwy, fr. AB and 15 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
84]; and they just before insert dé after ov, 
fr. the same uncials, with GK and, Tis. reckons, 
50 curss., to wh. I can add Lam. 82, 83, 84, 96, 
Scr. f, g, k, 1, m, o: but strong as is the autho- 
rity, internal evidence does not favour it, inas- 
much as it is not improbable that the dé was 
added from the similar passage of Rom. xiv. 4, 
from which 6 xpivwy may have been suggested : 
yet if so, why shd not the critics have seen 
that the asyndeton, imparting no inconsiderable 
force, was as suitable to one age as the other? 
As to the reading wAncioy, for érepop, just after, 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB and above 
12 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Mus. 5116, 11836, 
16184], with the Vig., Cop., Sab., both Spr. 
verss., and a few copies of the It. & Abani be 
it is perhaps entitled to adoption, internal evi- 
dence being in its favour, since though the ex- 
pressions are synonymous (comp. Rom. xiii. & 
© dyawwv tov Erepov, taken with Lev. xx. 10, 
yuvaixa Tov xAnoiov), yet rdv Er. being the 
plainer expression was more likely to be the 
correcn (comp. the kindred passage at Rom. xiv. 
4), though the sense of rép ér. (lit. ‘ the other 
party’) is implied in that of roy wAycion, in its 
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Hebraistic force, espy since the argument in this 
passage is, as Est. remarks, mainly derived fr. 
what is common to human nature, “ Cum enim 
omnes homines natura sint pares, non debet 
alius in alium sibi sumere judicandi potestatem, 
nisi eam a legislatore, qui sit utroque superior, 
id est, a Deo, acceperit.” 

13. For 4, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
xai, fr. AGK and, as Tis. reckons, about 50 
curss. (a misprint for 30), to which, however, I 
can add Lam. 1184, Scr. f, g, h, j, k, m, o: and 
internal evidence being rather in its favour, it 
may have been rightly adopted ; but the thing is 
not certain; and Alford’s view of the force of 
the «ai, by which two days are assigned for the 
journey without any alternative, is so far from 
recommending the «ai for acceptance, that one 
might prefer retaining 47, which is in B and the 
great body of the MSS. ; and, moreover, there 
are considerations that might justify it, which 
see in my note on Mk. x. 38. tf however, the 
wai be adopted, I would take it, with Beng. and 
Wiesing., as in dvo puaprupwy Kai tpiwy at 
2 Cor. xiii. 1, sine v. 1., as combining two pos- 
sible cases; which view is quite agreeable to the 
Reuante of common life as a colloquialism. 

evertheless, if the fut. ind. readings just after, 
—coueba, be adopted, as they are entitled to 
be, from strong internal evidence in their favour, 
united with the authority of B (confirmed partly 
by A), and doubtless more curss. than have 
been recorded, at least I can specify Lam. 11834, 
84, & 96, Mus. 16184, Mus.-Cov. 2 & 4, also 
Cant. 2,-and the fact that B (alone) presents 
all the four fut. readings together with 7, shows, 
in connexion with the Pesch. Syr. & Vlg. 
verss., that from the earliest period the readings 
went together, and were supposed to hang toge- 
ther,—under such circumstances I cannot con- 
sent to part with the 1j, or to exclude the four 
futures, and I would render the words of the 
verse thus: ‘Come then, ye who say |in your 
social converse] To-day or to-morrow we shall go 
on a journey to this’or that city, and we shall 
spend there a year, and trade and traffic therein.’ 

hat the Pesch. Syr. translator did so take the 
expression tHy dé tiv (prob. an idiom of collo- 

uial diction) is quite certain; and that may be 
thought a sufficient warrant for the rendering, 
even should the passage of Plutarch alleged by 
Winer be thought, as Al. imagines, not quite to 
bear him out. However, that no mention should 
be made of the idiom in the best lexicons will 
not prove that there is no other example. The 
present one ought io suffice, since Thy 02 Thy 
nuépay has there evidently the sense required ; 
for to suppose the words, with Al., “clearly a 
quotation from Alexander the Great's Diary” is 
more than ought to be taken for granted. As to 
Thy épetns, the Grecism is, indeed, homely, 
but viewed as a careless expression of common 
life, in Plutarch’s manner, it cannot weaken 
the interpretation of Winer. The omission of 
tva in B 36 and Vig., Cop., & Sah., injudiciously 
adopted by Ln., was amere corrn of style in the 
Grk copies, and in the verss. an accommodation 
to the Latin idiom. As to the omission of the 
vo at next verse in B, that arose fr. the variation 
in reading +0, or +a, of wh. Ln. adopted the 
wrong one Sie? on the insufficient evidence of 
A and 4 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 84], it being a 
correcn of critics who did not perceive the force 
of the singular, as denoting the event of the 
morrow, what shall happen. 
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14. The omission of the former ydp in B 
(alone) arose fr. critics who removed it (as so 
oft elsewk.) from their not discerning its foree, 
which seems to be argumentative and elliptical, 
there being reference to the peculiar force of 
woios, which is like quadss in Lat., when used 
in an inferroyative sentence, where woos, and its 
equivalent qua/is, serve to impart the additional 
force of erclamation, whence the dimtnuattve 
force by which it is taken for in pejus. So qualts 
is used in Cic. Acad. iv. 14, ‘‘ qualis est istorum 
oratio, qui omnia non tam esse, quam viders 
volunt!”’ for so I would there point, and the 
Greek (;) has sometimes that force, though the 
Lat. mark of exclamation (') might usefully be 
adopted. This idiom never occurs in the Sept. 
(for as to Jer. v.7, woia TovrTwr tiaws yévwual 
oo.; there the interrogation bas no mixture of 
eaclamation), but there is an ellipsis of od, 
supplied in Sirach xxxiii. 37, 3 Regg. xiii. 12, 
xxii. 24, and for roUrwy read rovrTw, sub. iwi, 
an Alexn construcn not unfrequent in the Sept. 
Thus our authorized vers. alone presents the 
true sense. In the class. writers it is by no 
means unfrequent, but seldom comprehended b 
the editors and expositors ; though H. Steph. had, 
nearly three centuries ago, held out the lamp of 
knowledge in his Thesaur. in voc., by reference 
to such passages as Hom. Il. xxiii. 570, wotov 
épefuc; and elsewh. oft wotoy siwec, [add Asch. 
Prom. 623, wowas dé wolwy auwitaxnuatwv 
tlyw 3) subjoining the acute remark, that in 
such s there is not a simple interrogation, 
but one “cum admiratione et cum indignatione 
conjunctam:” and he adds that to express this 
force, the word prok! or O! might be sub- 
joined; which he might have confirmed by 

laut. Trin. iv. 4, 3, ‘‘O Callicles ! queline (read 
Me hae gr amico mea commendavi bona!” 
where the trdignatio spoken of by H. Steph. has 

Jace, as also in the Hamerc assages; but not 
, it being confined to the diminuattve force ; 
q. d., for of what sort (how empty and fleeting !) 
is your life! It is marvellous that Tis. & Al. 
should, alone of all the editors, have adopted 
gore for éoti or xvas, on the slender authority 
of B (which had twice falsified the text just 
before), and, as Tis. states, about 10 curas,; 
though I can find only 7 or 8, but can add Mus.- 
Cov. 4,—slender and questionable testimony, 
and such as is not compensated by internal 
evidence, which, weighed aright, cannot turn 
the scale in ita favour. As to the argument of 
Al. “it is not your iife, which is a thing not 
seen, but ye that wpds dAiyou paiveobe”—it is 
too futile to deserve serious refutation, requiring, 
what were altogether unjustifiable, a most hars 
pressing on the sense of qatvouévn, whereas 
éovi is demanded by the context, of which the 
connexion has been most ably traced by Cécu- 
men., (doubtless after some ancient father of the 
highest mark,) who after taking the same view 
of the force of the woia—ipyoyv as I have just 
laid down, proceeds to handle the next clause, 
atpis yap—dgarCouévy, commencing with a 
discussion of the force of the metaphor in a7pis 
as follows: atruis tore cvoracts aepwoys awd 
awupos OdAWews, &E Vypornros dvalupiwpevn, 
idaxiorny thy iwsoracw Exouca. bid yap 
Thy dyav AextTotHTa TAXéws TH WeprsxovTe 
iva:auviCeta: xwpovca wpos idwp pixpa voris 
(where, for reo weptéyour: ivadavi{eras, which 
cannot possibly be right, I propose to read ev rw 
weptéxovrs, scil, dép: [a use of the neut. ro 
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weptéxov which, however rare, is foand also in 
Synes. (teste H. Steph.), and I have noted it in 
Artemid. On. ii. 36, and Strabo adduced by 
Dind. employs it}). The same commentator 
then subjoins: rootdrw dmreixace (scil. Apo- 
stolus) guerépay Ywny, kai para evoroxyws 
(scite) pecortaBhcat di TH ToL0UTH Uwrodely- 
mari Tov A\oyov, Wadty iE VIoaTpopys (denuo) 
dwodidwot To axd\ouvloy avtw. Ot'rws dvros 
rou dxoXov8ou dvros (though this was the 
connexion of the context) ov Trovto wort, dAXa 
GcaxoWas Te wapadsiypare Thy ouvéxerav 
rou Adyou msrd Tata Eexjveyne TO idXEtwOD, 
@0dcas dia THY TOU Wpadypuros elxovos Td 
maratoy bwootHeat Tou && adaCoveias wepil 
Toveds TOV KdgpMOV HuwY Tepiowwpéivov. Lastly, 
he remarks in conclusion: dea d& rou, woia 4 
(wn vu cp, ttovdevwcas Thy (wiv, Kal wpoodo- 
wotnjoas cia TovTOu Tw els edTédELay Wapa- 
Ceiypnart, otrws twaye xal To iwodaynua, 
Katpi@Tarov TovTo woiwy (where for ca:prwmr. 
I propose to read xupiwr., ‘the most ratified, 
fixed, and settled’). How highly suitable to 
both the context and the subject-matter are the 
reading and interpretation above laid down has 
been confirmed by the suffrage of all expositors 
of note, both ancient and modern ; but this de- 
pends, in a great measure, on part of the matter 
of the passage being regarded as parenthetic, and 
such it was decidedly adjudged to be by Est., 
and more recently by Beng., Carpz., Gr., Sch., 
Vater, Pott, Goesch., Gratz, Thiele, & Lachm., 
and in point of fact, through placing colons, b 
Tittm. & Tis. As to Al., he virtually discar 
it by the punctuation of his feat, but receives it 
in his mote, and well traces the connexion with 
Adyorres at v. 13, which connexion must have 
been discerned by Jerome, when he rendered by 
a bs eo ut dicatis, ‘instead of your saying.” 
e Juas was not inserted in order to take up 
the construcn interrupted by the parenthesis, but 
to apply what has been said to the correction of 
their presumptuous headlong speed. ‘ Corrigit 
enim (observes Est.) sermonem superius repre- 
heneum.” To again advert to the peculiar suit- 
ableness of the reading gor: as referred to {w#, 
this is well confirmed by the able observation of 
Est. as follows: ‘‘ Cum ergo vita ipsa, que basis 
est ompium humanarum actionum, sit nobis 
incertissima; an non stulta presumptio est, de 
ipsis actionibus earumque succeseu definitionem 
absolutam in longum etiam tempus extendere ?” 
No one. however, has so well pointed out the 
force of druiés in connexion with YwH and gore 
as Calv., who remarke: “ Similitudine vaporis 
eleganter indicit (scriptor) plusquam evanida 
esse consilia que in sola vite umbra subsistunt ;” 
from which remark Bullinger, I find, largely 
profited. It is strange that Al., whose laborious 
enucleatio, as bestowed on particles, may some- 
times be thought carriéd to extreme of minute- 
ness, should here have passed over in translating 
and annotating the second ydp, whose vis inten- 


stva ac emphatica was alone discerned by Beng., . 


and which I have in my note endeavoured to 
express by an exactly similar use of our particle 
why used as a colloquialism, which Johnson has 
well handled, tracing its emphatic force, coming 
after interrogative or exclamatory clauses. The 
Lat. lang has, I believe, no particle to 
express this, unless it be efenim, which Jerome 
may have written. As to the disputed point of 
reading, whether da or xai is to be preferred, I 

© to the suggestion of Al., and am ready to 
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admit, that “thie is not a case where the vari- 
ation points to the original of any particle at all.” 
Besides, the two particles are so often confounded 
by scribes as to make the application of a general 
canon unsafe; so that, in deference to the united 
judgment of Ln., Tis., & Al., I would now 
receive é2, on authority slender, indeed (namely, 
ABK, and of curss., not many, as Tis. states [in 
fact, only five]), but that somewhat confirmed 
by internal evidence. As respects the futures 
Yiocouev and woijcouey at the next verse, I 
cannot adopt them, as I have done the futures 
for subjunctives at v. 13, the authority, however 
ancient, being insufficient to justify their adop- 
tion, amounting only to AB and some dozen 
curss.; and internal evidence is eo equally ba- 
lanced as to fail in turning the scale either way. 
In fact, the text seems to have at an early period 
got into such confusion as almost forbids one to 
feel certain as to what was the original text. 


V. 1. The formula @ye viv, repeated fr. supr. 
iv. 14, seems to denote not so much, as Al. sup- 
poses, “a fresh beginning of the same subject as 
supr. v. 14—ult.,” but a resumption of the fore- 
going, kav’ iwluerpov, and contained in the 
six first verses of this chap., by a transition from 
the language of grave trarning against trusting 
in uncertain riches, and presuming on the pre- 
sent, to that of keen and trenchant denunciation 
of woe by the judgment of God on those worldly 
rich who have virtually cast off the providence 
of God. The formula dye viv is nut, in St 
James, as in the class. writers (even Aristoph. 
Eantt) one of soliciting attention, as Beng. aod 
Al. explain, but one of demanding obedist 
hearkening to strong 7 aoe Comp. supr. i. 5, 
axovoars, &deXqoi, taken with Sept. in Num 
xxiii. 18, dxove, évbrioat: Deut. iv. 1, vw 
Gove: xxvii. 9, ‘take heed and hearken. 
Comp. Job xiii. 6. This view is confirmed by 
the tone of urgent command in the imper. 20F., 
which Al. well expresses by Go weep, as aaid of 
a thing demanded to be done forthwith, q.¢ 
‘have it done out of hand, without delay; to 
which there is a graphic force imparted by the 
participle dAoAUYovres, which also carries with 
it an expressive solemnity well drawn forth by 
Al., and resulting from its being a term in 
O. T. confined to the prophets, and used, 3 
here, in reference to the near approach of God's 
judgments. But these arguments could have 

ad no force as addressed to the . 
Jews; and accordingly must have been meant 
for the same class of persons as those spoken of 
supr. iv. 18, seq., namely, the ssis-beliering 
Jews, the merely xominal Christians, the world! 
minded rich. Al., indeed, i) that “ 
verses here need not necessarily addressed to 
the eame persons as the former.” But if he wou'd 
consider his own course of reasoning, supr. 1¥.~ 
he would see that consistency rather req 
that he should adopt the view of Huther, se 
eome other able expositors, The arguments 
Dr. Benson in support of that view, and endo 
by Huther, hard y admit of a satisfactory refe- 
tation. One would not, as he says, without # 
absolute necessity suppose that after bavieg 
written throughout this Epistle to one class 
persons, namely, Jewish Christians, whom be all 
along styles brethren and beloved brethres (t 
usual form of address among Christians at thst 
time), the Apostle should, in these few rere 
interrupt the thread of hig discuurse by wns 
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to another sort of persons, namely, the rich 
unbelieving Jews. The question is whether 
there really be a pear’ he solution of the 
difficulty proposed by Benson himself is quite 
inadmissible ; yet we must, he thinks, “‘ adopt it 
if we would not be reduced to the necessity of 
ascribing to St. James a method of procee ing 
scarcely to be met with in any consistent writer. 
Such an argumentum ad verecuadiam is howr 
quite out of place, as applied to an inspired 
writer. The best mode of removing the difficulty 
is to suppoee that while the sxbelieving Jews, who 
prob. comprehended nearly all the rich persons 
of the Jewish community, are here alone osten- 
sibly pointed at,—yet, that such rick of the 
believing Jews as might come under the category 
of being worldly-minded, grasping and oppressive 
towards their poor Christian brethren, even to 
their ruin, are glanced at. Of course the strongly, 
not to say harshly, figurative | here em- 
ployed is to be handled by a judicious expositor 
with the greater caution, so as to err neither on 
the right hand nor on the left; and that very 
couree has been taken, after Horucius, Wie- 
singer, and Huther, by Al. & myself. 

Z. internal evidence is quite in favour of 
sloeXAvOay, as presenting a rare Alexn form : 
but the authority, B certain, and A uncertain, is 
insufficient to warrant its adoption. The same 
applies to the removal of ow: before iv Hu. at 
next verse, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., but re- 
tained by me. 

7. I cannot adopt the reading wpotuoy, on 
such slender authority as AB alone ; for I cannot 
find the alis mentioned by Tis.; though s0 
number of MSS. would avail to sustain its genu- 
ineness, since after the laborious researches of 
Lobeck and Dindorf it has been no where found 
except in Hesych., but there prob. corrupt, or, 
at any rate, no more than the careless spelling 
of common life, nay, perhaps, the blundering of 
scribes, who confound #ando. As 
to the cancelling of serdy by Lan, Tis., and AL, 
fr. only B 31, Vig., Sah., & Arm. veres., there is 
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still less to be said, esp.—thongh internal evi- 
dence may seem to compensate insufficient exter- 
nal, for it might seem more likely to be txserted 
than removed—since I cannot, on the most dili- 
gent search, find the least vestige of such an ellip , 
either in the N. T., or the Sept., or in such class. 
writers, almost apt Al very late and low Grk, 
as the author of the Geoponica, who alone has 
used the word. Hence I suspect that iu those 
two copies, and the one used by Jerome in form- 
ing the Vlg. (fr. which sprung the Armen.), . 
berdy was left out by variation in position of the 
words AéPy & vardy—an opinion confirmed by 
No. 73, which has verdv AaBy. 

9,10. I cannot approve of the removal by Ln., 
Tis., and Al., of wou at each of these verses, on 
slender epciaasi not confirmed by internal 
evidence, especial since zou has elsewh. been 
expunged by fastidious critics, e. g. 1 Cor. xiv. 
39, Eph. vi. 10, where see note. The modera 
editors are the less to be excused, since they 
ought to have known that the addition of nov 
after 4deA ¢. is characteristic of St. James; and 
hence I approve of its insertion into the text by 
Tis., though within brackets, fr. ABK and 16 
curss. {add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 94, 96, Scr. m, 
o, Mus. 5116, 16184, et al., several verss., Caten. 
& Theoph., and the edn of Colin]. I would now 
at v. 9 without hesitation edit «p:0778, and also, 
with Ln., Tis., & Al., wd prefix 6 before «p:rijs, 
on the strongest authority, to wh. I can add almost 
all the Lam., Scr., and Mus. copies, confirmed 

internal evidence, inasmuch as the context 

lutely requires the art., which serves to 
impart the requisite fall sense, q. d. the Judge 
xat’ éfoyhy, o wpiopivos xpiTHs, Acts x, 42. 
_ 13,14. 1 would now — pares i by 
uuty; Mpocevyécles® evOupet tie, WarrtTes ; 
aoGevei tie iy duiv; wpocxad. &c.; since, on 
more mature consideration, I finally acquiesce, 
with AL, in the ¢ ive mode, the decla- 


rative, imp! yi rr Aprsagetr of a case, bein 
too nhned ied feeble to suit the force 
energy of St. James's style. 


1 PETER. 


I. 4. For agase, I have, with La, Tis., 
Al., ed. vuas, fr. ABCGK and, I believe 
major part of the MSS., exclus. of near! all 
Lam., Ser., & Mus. copies, with the Vig., Syr. 
and other veras., the Caten., (Zcum., and sev 
Lat. fathers, besides all the early edd. up to 
Steph. and Bogard, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as it is the more dificall 
reading, and as such was likely to be altered 
critics to the easier sna, in order also to suit 
the quae at v. 3, which one mi 


i 


gf ming 
though the ps sea it seeme, to revert to 
is the general statement at v. 3, 
according to Al, with whom, however, I cannot 
in that ele Szae means ‘with s 
view to,” but , ‘for your use and benefit ;’ 


This force of 


perall. pass. of Col. i. 25, where aleo Al. renders 
in the direction of.’ But see my note on the 
former passage. They may have been botd in 
the Apostle’s mind. I would now remove, for 
greater simplicity of punctuata, as R. Steph., 
ed. 1, long ago did, the commas after bu. and 
ewr. And eo, I find, do Ln, Tis., & Al. 
6. dor: after Séov is cancd Tis., on the 
sole authority of B (to which, I can 
add Lam. 1184); while it is retained by Lo. & 


Siod ‘bet Theor elses. 
but its presence is recognized : a 
and by Orig. The omission of ail words 
aa ee ee i y points at 
the origin of omission, the i 
from misapprehension ss to their force, 
a 

. On more mature consideration of the dis- 
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puted point of reading here, I must, in deference 
to the authority of Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & 
Al., now adopt woAurin., on the strong au- 
thority of ABC and 20 curss., to wh. I can add 
Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 94, Scr. j, k, m, & Mus. 
5116, 16184, et al. Internal evidence, though 
almost equally balanced (see Matth#i), rather 
verges in favour of wodut., at which the scribes 
and critics stumbled, as being arare word. It 
occurs, however, not only in Menand. & Hip- 
~pocr., Plut., Hdian, & Anthol. Grec., but also 
in still later Greek writers, and hence was likely 
to be used by St. Peter. I should not be dis- 
inclined to adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., the 
order édfap xai rind, fr. ABC and 15 curss. 
[add Lam. 1182, 84, 85, Scr. h, Mus. 11836, et 
al.], with Vlg., Cop., & later Syr., Orig. & the 
Catena, could I see my way as to the ad- 
justment of the interpretation. I am now dis- 
posed to adopt the view taken by Benson and 
others, with Al.; and I prefer regarding the 
term as cumulative (as in Rom. ii. ie but that 
need not hinder our retaining the received order 
of the words, which is confirmed by Artemid. 
On. iv. 2, éwatvot cat riual wai do€ar, where 
there is a certain grudatio by climax. Whether 
such was here intended is indeed doubtful ; but 
if it was, the usual order of the words is prefer- 
able, and it is confirmed by the Pesch. Syr. & 
Arab. verse. St. Paul four times has dofa xal 
Tih, and twice St. John, Rev. iv. 11, xxi. 24, 
but once, v. 12, riutyy «ai dd€av, where there is 
a remarkable instance of the figure cumulatio, 
but by climax. It, however, rather serves to 
confirm the recetved order here, which, as it 
recurs at 2 Pet. i. 17, is likely to have been the 
original one here, and the other introduced by 
critics, At both passages the Apostle may have 
had in mind the Pauline (occurring at 1 Tim. 
i. 17) Oem rips wai do€a, though that depends 
on the reference here in the words ri. and d0£., 
which is perhaps another question. Adta xal 
Tt. occurs two or three times in the Sept., Ps. 
viii. 6, 2 Chron. xxxii. 33, but rip. xai dd&., I 
believe, never. Els riuny r7s d0€1s wou occurs, 
however, at Dan. iv. 27, and is a very rare and 
remarkable phrase, which may have been here 
in the Apostle’s mind. If so, it confirms Alford’s 
interpretation, but not his reading. 
8. For eldures, Lu., Tis., & Al. read ldovres, 
fr. BC and 1) curss. {add Lam. 1183, Scr. j, 0), 
Vig., Syr., Aith., & Ar. verss., and Polyb. ; but 
the authority is slender, and not confirmed by 
internal evidence in its favour, inasmuch as 
iddyres was more likely to be the correcn than 
ei8. In fact, iddvres may have arisen fr. Zdores, 
so written by error of scribe or by itacism, and 
that does occur in 1183! and Mus. 16184, besides 
doubtless other copies originally, but which 
escaped the notice of the collators; not to say 
that the change would be not only unnecessary, 
but prejudicial to the sense of the passage, which, 
more fully expressed, is, ‘ whom, without havin 
known, by seeing him face to face, ye love; an 
without now beholding, ye by faith rejoice in 
Him.’ It is observable, that while iddvree 
could not admit of this double sense required, 
elddres abot well may. It was for want of 
discerning this pregnancy of sense, occasioned 
by a cramped obscure brevity, that the cele- 
brated critic, Jackson of Leicester, brought 
himeelf to think that the original text was as 
follows : dv ovx eidéres dyarate’ els Sv, dpre 
BY Opwvres, mioTeberTe’ Kiorabovres Ci aya- 
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Araobs, &c. To establish this conjectural text, 
he argues that wiorevere might have easily 
slipt out of the context, and been lost by in- 
advertence of scribes, because of the following 
wiorevers. But to suppose that the omission 
should have extended to all the copies exc. one 
(No. 68), and that that might be introduced fr. 
the Vlg., is out of the question. However, the 
authority of Iren., Polycarp, and the Vlg., is so 
ancient and weighty, that it is not impossible 
such was the original reading. That such was 
floating in St. Peter’s mind I do not doubt. Yet 
if he had so fully expressed the sense as the 
above evidence goes to show that he did, how 
the passage came to be deprived of its full and 
fair proportions, is to me a mystery not to be 
solved. Hence I cannot doubt that the 

came from St. Peter’s hand as we have it in the 
ordinary text; and the harsh and obscure brevity 
there found is not greater than that which exists 
in not a few passages of -» Where the 
critics, ancient and modern, have generally more 
or less applied themselves to more distinctly 
develope the full sense intended. For dyad- 
Atacbe, dyadAtare, found in BC! & Orig, 
is a very specious reading, and the act. form 
occurs at Lk i. 47, sine v. 1., and is prob. the 
true reading at Rev. xix. 7, where I have dis- 
cussed at large the genuineness of the form, and 
whether we may suppose it to have been used by 
St. James. At any rate, the insufficiency of 
authority forbids its adoption here. 

9. dua after wiorews is cancd by Tis. 2 & 
3, fr. B! 45, Clem., Ath., Cyr., Aug., but re- 
tained by Ln. & Al., rightly, since the pronoun 
is here indispensable, inasmuch as it has to be 
yon by sg 8 from Wvywv. It is, moreover, 
confirmed by James i. 21, cw@cat rae yuyas 
Juwv, & 2 Cor. i. 6, Jxip r7s—Upucov cwrnpias, 
where see my note. The evidence of fathers is, 
in a case like this, slender, while that of verss. 
is considerable ; and they al/ confirm Uméop. 

10. I wd now adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
éEnpauy., from AB, and also dve¥npatyntra at 
Rom. xi. 33, fr. AB}, for reasons wh. will ap 
fr. my notes on Joh. v. 39, vii. 52, Rom. viii. 27, 
1 Cor. ii. 10, & Rev. ii. 23. 

12. On more mature consideration, and in 
deference to the united judgment of Matth., 
Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & AL. would now 
Univ, on the strong authority of ABCG, and 
about 45 curss., excl. of Lam. 1182, 84, 96, Ser. 
f, g, h, j, k, m, Mus.-Cov. 2, 4, & al., with Vig., 
lat. Syr., A&th., & Ar. verss., and the edd. 
Compl., Plant., & Colin, aleo confirmed by 
internal evidence, weighed aright, as 
by the context, wh. is ably handled by Wiesing. 
& Al. Iam not disposed to with é» before 
wvevpartt, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB 13, 
73, 133, Cyr., Did., & some Lat. fathers. In- 
ternal evidence may, indeed, seem in favour of 
its absence, since it may have been fr. the 
schol.; but external testimony is insufficient. 
In so very few copies, éy might be agree over 
by scribes, or removed by critics who th t 
the instrumental dat. more suitable to a message 
delivered, whereas the év is required by the full 
sense of svayy., esp. as there is an allusion to 
the influence of the Holy Spirit, through whom 
the preached Gospel was delivered. 

13. I still continue to point off »pipow-rer, not 
construing it with reAeiws, taken for ele véAor, 
with E, ¥., Erasm., Grot., & Beng., but con- 
necting TeAsies With éAwic., and taking it im 
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the sense completely (lit. fo the full), thoroughly, 


as denoting such an unwavering hope, 
assurance (wA1popopia) THs éAwidos, Heb. vi. 
11, as shall be firm unto the end. It is true 
that éAwi¥. is scarcely ever elaewh. used with an 
adverbial adjunct. Yet I find one example in 
Hdot. iii. 157, wayyxu édwicavres, omnino, 
bee Here the adjunct has a certain emphasis 
ighly suitable as appended to the earnest ex- 
hortation to the great Gospel] duty of a full assu- 
rance of hope. Comp. Lament. iii. 26, “It is 
good that a man should hope and wait.” By 
Tiv— yap is to be understood, xat’ étoyiyy, 
the great and crowning gi/? of , imparted by 
the revelation of the Gospel. Comp. sch. 
Agam. 1028, é\wicac: rid’ EE xapuy, ‘ this 
especial] favour,’ gift of grace. 

16. After yéyp., Tis. 3 ineerts ori, fr. B & 
31 (alone); while Ln. and Al. reject it,—very 
properly, since internal evidence, weighed aright, 
does not compensate for insufficiency of external 
testimony. As to the notion of Tis. that the 
word was lost by the d:o7: and the Sri after, it 
is highly improbable that such an omission 
should have extended to all the MSS. but ¢tvo, 
of which the second, No. 13 (not 31, as Tis, 
states), constantly goes with B. The word was 
evidently brought in, by carelessness of scribes, 
from the second 67: being lost in some ancient 
archetype, and then restored to the text, though 
at the wrong place. For yéveo@e, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read gceo6z, fr. ABC and 11 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84], with Vig., Clem., Cyr., Caten., 
Optat., & e. It is the most ancient, and 
prob. the original reading, and is somewhat con- 
firmed by Matt. v. 48, and still more by the 
reading y/veo@e, found in G and 20 curss., excl. 
of Lam. 1183, Scr. h, j, k—prob. a crit. correcn 
from Eph. v. 1, but one which casts a shade over 
vy vec Oe, 0 that ZcacGs is prob. the true reading, 
though it may have been an altern fr. the ah 
Whether Peter was more likely to follow the 
Sept., or to give the word its sense untrammelled 
by Hebraism, it is difficult to say. Jud ings 
however, by the other citations fr. the O. T. 
in St. Peter's Epistles, he was more likely to 
here take the latter course, and the evidence of 
all the verss. exc. the Vig. (and the most ancient 
copies of that have estote, or, what is equiv. to 
it, sités) tends to confirm yivec8e. The case is 
not very different with the elue cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., from AB, Clem., Cyr., but retained 
by Gr., Sch., and myself. The external testi- 
mony for its absence is very ancient, and internal 
evidence is rather in favour thereof, since it is 
more likely to have been inserted than expunged. 
However, if St. Peter really wrote yéiveoOs, we 
can hardly doubt that he eapressed the slur. 
The two readings are closely connected; and 
upon the whole the true text of the verse in- 
volves an open question. 

20. For ioyarwy, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit 
io ydérou, fr. ABC and 8 curss. [add Lam. 1184], 
Cop. & both Syr. verss., Cyr., and the Caten. in 
text. On farther considern of the debated point 
as to reading, Iam disposed to adopt icxarou, 
since internal evidence rather confirms external 
testimony (strong from its antiquity, and sup- 

rted by ancient veres.), inasmuch as it is more 

ikely that trav icyatrwy was introduced, asa 
plainer reading, fr. 2 Pet. iii. 3, & Acts ii. 17— 
whereas ioyarov being the more difficult read- 
ing, was less likely to be the corrected one here ; 
though the reverse is the case at 2 Pet. iii. 3, 


‘Greek, yet rests almost 
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where see my note. This arose fr. the reviser’s 
ignorance of the rare substantival sense of io y a- 
Tov Tey nu., found in Num. xxiv. 4, and a few , 
times eleewh., though only in the most ancient 
copies, the later and cursive MSS. having uni- 
formly, more or less, ioxdrwv. I cannot find 
that the subst. use ever occurs in the class. 
writers; and hence it seems to have been an 
idiom of Alexandrian & Syrian, perhaps Cilician 
Greek; whereas ix’ ioyatwy nutspwy was one 
of the ordinary and provincial Greek. 

21. For w:orevoyras, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
wtorobs, fr. AB 9 & Vig.; and though external 
testimony is very slender, and internal evidence 
may seem rather in its favour, yet, weighed in a 
just balance, it is nof, since the canon of cri- 
ticism which awards the preference to the more 
difficult reading (here trois wrorots) has an 
exception in the case of an expression either 
barbarous or, such as ol weoTol eis Oedv, wholly 
unprecedented. Hence, I feel little doubt that 
in those two copies alone, closely united as they 
are, which have it, the reading came from a critic 
who stumbled at wiorevovras, prob. wishing 
for some term more definite in sense, and more 
compact in expression, and accordingly wrote 
tois ®iorubs, forgetting that by so doing he 
ascribed to the Apostle an expression which 
never existed. This view of the text here is 
confirmed by the state of the MS. evidence at 
Mk, ix. 42, where for ray wiorevévrwy ele 
éue, found also in || Matt., Tis. & Al. edit 
tev Wlorty éxovTwy, omitting ele dua, fr. 
only C!D & It. a, where other copies, while 
they retain wcorevoyroy, exclude eis iué; and 
one very ancient cursive (No. 256) of the 9th 
century has wiorwy without els gud, thus pre- 
senting another ers ne of the absolute con- 
strucn found here; which, though it be better 
wholly on the narrow 
foundation of D, for whether C ever had the 
reading is admitted to be doubtful. On compar- 
ing the state of the evidence in these two passages, 
one cannot fail to see that the hand of tampering 
has been busy at both of them. The Vlg. ought 
not to have been adduced in support of the 
reading in question, since it has in Deo; 
and even Est. in his able note, presenting a full 
discussion of the context, is obliged to regard 
Jideles as put for credentes. When Tis. sees the 
force of internal evidence arising out of the 
strong affinity between the above two 8, 
he will, I doubt not, restore t. rec. as resting on 
all the copies exc. two, confirmed by all the 
verses, exc. the Vig., and that only partially the 
reading of Vig. On the whole, the most correct 
rendering of the complete passage is: ‘ Who was 
foreordained, indeed, before the foundation of 
the world, but was manifested at the end (or 
closing period) of the times, for your sakes 
femphatice who through Him are believing on 

, who raised Him from the dead; 80 that 
your faith and hope are resting on God.’ 

22. The words é:a wvedu. are cancelled b 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC 13, 27, 73, and all 
the verses. of any weight ; and internal evidence, 
weighed in a just balance, is rather against their 

nuineness, since, though they may have been, 

y the unusual accumulation of adjuncts, either 
lost by inadvertence of scribes, or removed by 
critics to relieve an overcharged construcn, yet 
it is far more probable that they were introduced 
by the revisers of the middle ages, who may have 
thought, as I have heretofore done, that the 
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Apostle would not have left so deeply important 
a doctrine as the words contain utterly un- 

d. But the authority of all the ancient 
verss. (of peculiar weight where attesting the 
absence of words in their text), which confirm 
the most ancient Greek copies, is so strong, as 
not to be set aside by any argument deduced 
from what the Apostle might or would feel in 
duty bound to, even if a reverent spirit, as fit to 
be exercised on the inspired Word, did not 
dissuade such a course. The case as to the 
genuineness of xaQapas comes nearly under the 
same category, inasmuch as, although the testi- 
mony of its absence be but slender in amount,— 
only AB & the Vlg.,—-yet it is weighty in cha- 
racter, and confirmed by internal evidence, inas- 
much as it is more likely that the word should 
have been brought in, from 1 Tim. i. 5, 2 Tim. 
ii, 22, with a reminiscence of Matt. v. 8, than 
put out, for no good reason. Besides, the word 
was scarcely needed, since it may be implied in 
dvumwoxpiroy just before. ’Exrevwe after dyar. 
is a very strong term, and, as placed last in the 


verse, has the greater force, signifying tntensely, 
ardently, as in Macho ap. A en. p. 579, iw’ 


aitas txr, ayanwutvos. 

23. I am now dis to bracket ele roy 
aléva, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC and 
6 curss., since, though internal evidence may 
seem equally balanced for the presence as for the 

of the words—inasmuch as they were as 
likely to be expunged to remove a tautology, as 
added from v. 25—yet the peculiar order of the 
words, harsh as may be the construcn, rather 
confirms their absence, especially since that the 
two participles belong to Adyou, not zou, is, 
Al. remarks, “shown by the sequel, where the 
abiding nature not of God, but of the word of 
God, is set forth.” And this view, which I had 
long ago embraced and vindicated, I have since 
found confirmed by the words of Papias a 
Euseb. Hist. Eccl. viii. 39 (already cited by aie), 
who prob. had this passage in his mind. 

24. On further consideration of the puzzling 


question of reading as ts this verse, I am 
inclined to think that the po did not intend 
a regular citation, still less from the Sept. alone; 


and, accordingly, I would remove the brackets 
at avtov, which is absent in AB & 9 curss, 
only, with some veras. & fathers, though re- 
moved, as Tis. now sees, only because not found 
in the Sept. & Hebr. The Apostle seems to 
have added the avroi to correspond with the 
genit. at the first clause, and for that reason he 
altered the dvUpwmrov of the t. to air#s 
formed on the Hebr. As to the os before 
xSpros, cancd by Ln., fr. only A and 8 cures. 
{add Lam. 1182, Mus. 11836), it was removed 
only because abeent from the Heb. & Sept., 
though the Apostle chose to express it in order 
to correspond to the subsequent ws. It is quite 
plain that the Apostle, in adducing the passage 
of Isaiah as a Scripture proof that the Word 
of God liveth and abideth, intended to give 
the substance in a more perspicuous form. It 
is observable that he did not usher it in with a 
Sormula citations, as at ii. 7, & 9, & 22, 24, as 
also at iii. 10, ii. 12. In fact, St. Peter in his 
citations from the O. T. only used a formula 
citundi, besides the present passage, at v. 16, 
veypanrat, apd infra ii. 6, wapiéxer 7 ypags. 


_ WV. 2. After av&n@are, Lo., Tis., & Al. sub- 
join tls curnplay, fr, ABCK and, Tis. says, 
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above 50 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 96, Ser. g, 
h, j,0, Mus. 5116, 11836, 16189, & Cov. 3], with 
several verss. & fathers, and the ed. of Colin. 
On further consideration, I now adopt the words 
without hesitati External testimony to their 
genuineness is too strong to justify their ex- 
clusion, becanse we cannot account for the doss of 
words so weighty and important to the sense, 
and whose antiquity can be traced to the earliest 
period. Besides, the expression occurs supr. i. 6, 
and, being a frequent Pauline one, was likely to 
be known to St. Peter, and to be used more 
than once. I should be inclined to think that 
the words were lost by inadvertence of scribes, 
but that I cannot find they were elsewhere passed 
over by them. Yet that may have happened 
here, espy since the position they here psy Oa 
the close of a sentence, is very different from 
that in the other passages. At any rate, I cannot 

ive any countenance to the notion of Wets., 
is sy ee a pai were i 

octrina unds. e subsequent alwep ought 
not to hace: been changed by La to el, fr. only 
AB, since the words it introduces are closely con- 
nected with the foregoing, as suggesting a neces- 
sary pre-requisite and condition, q. d., ‘ if 20 be 
that ye have,’ or expressing the sense more at 
large, ‘if ye have [really] tasted and tried, 
found by experience ; which isto be understood, 
not of ‘ntellectually distinguishing by the mind, 
but of that operation of the heart whereby s 
peat power 1s ye epee 

5. For olxod., A3C and above 15 cures. [add 

Lam. 1182, 83, 85, Scr. o, Mus. 16184, Cov. 2], 
with Vig., Cyr. thrice, Proc. and Caten., have 
éwroixod., a reading very suitable to the context, 
but prob. a mere correction for greater adaptation 
thereto Est.), and prob. suggested by Eph. 
ii. 20, Col. ii. 7, both sine v. 1. A correction 
the other way was made by the same class of 
critics (Alexn) at Acta xx. 32, where for éwec«., 
ABCDE and 6 cursas. have olxod., wh. is adopted, 
injudiciously, by Ln. & Al, who here, with 
Tis., rightly retain olx., but not rightly take it 
as an tm I admit, with Al., that ** much 
is to be said both ways,” and no one has so abl 
advocated the cause of he imperat. as he himeelf; 
but his discussion deals too much in special 
pleading, not to say sophistical reasoning, to be 
satisfactory to myself at least. It has scarcel 
any countenance from ancient verss. or fathers; 
Ccum. ignores it, and internal evidence, tg 8 
in a just balance, is not in its favour. The 
sense * be ye as living stones, built up,’ is 
not a little forced and frigid, and is unsupported 
by the ssus loguendé ; for I cannot find a single 
instance of the pass. olxodoneteGas in the impet. 
mood. On the other hand, the tadio. has only 
to be rightl re ites in order to be fully 
ratified ; and rightly aval sro it has been b 
Beza & others down to Steig., De Wette, 
Wiesing., but by none with such simplicity and 
force as by Eet., who, after pointing out that the 
Apostle is here occupied “ in declaranda et com- 
mendanda dignitate Christianorum,” saseerting 
the privileges and immunities of their condition 
as professing Christians, the participation of 
which they derive from Christ alone—not incul- 
cating their duties in that behal te 
say that what the Apostle means to say is this: 
‘* Merito vos exhortatus sum ad increments 
capienda in vita spiritaali, dicens: ut in eo 
crescatis, &., quia, dum ad Chrietam pre- 
fectibus quotidianis acceditis, qui est lapis vivus, 
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ab hominibus quidem probatus, apud Deum vero 
in pretio et honore habitus, ipei quoque, tam- 
quam vivi lapides, edificamini.” There was, 
indeed, no need for the Apostle to directly and 
expressly exhort the faithful to build themselves 
up unto a spiritual house of God, and consecrate 
themselves to the worship suitable thereto, that 
being, as Calv. and Abp. Leight. point out, 
implited in the following context, the force of 
which is ably discussed by Est., as it had been 
-before him by Calv., fr. which it will appear 
that the ele before ieparevpa, inserted by Ln. 
& Al., fr. ABC, with some verss. and fathers, 
arose either fr. a scholium, or a correction, 
which, though it seems to mend, rather mars the 
construction; and its adoption is dissuaded by 
v. 9, yévos (iors) éxAsxrdv, Bacirssoy ispa- 
vTevaa. The ing just before, occurring in 
some verse. and fathers, Jerome thrice, sis olxoy 
xvevpatcaxds, plainly shows the true character 
of thts. In short, the sis, derived from 4 scho- 
lium, was meant to answer a double pu , 
namely, to ease the construcn by the supply of 
als at both the expressions. Tis. prob. ‘akes the 
view I have propounded, since the els has been 
sig from both of his last editions. 

« For éd «al, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dort, fr. 
ABCGH and, Tis. says, 70 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 84, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, 0, Mus.-Cov, 
2 and others] confirmed by the verss. & Theo- 

hyl. But internal evidence is equally balanced. 
Bee my notes on Acts x. 20, xiii. 35, 1 Cor. 
xiv. 13, 1 Thess. ii. 18, Not so, however, but 
that such paramount external testimony may 
warrant the adoption of éedr:, which with some 
hesitation I wd now admit. As respects the dis- 
puted reading just after, that adopted by Ln., 
% yeadh, thou spporiee by C and 165 curss., 

. of Lam. 1182, 85, Scr. h, & Mus.-Cov. 4, 
with the Vlg., is manifestly a mere correcn to 
ease the harsh constrn at wapriyet, which, how- 
ever, is, as I have shown ducing another 
example of this rare idiom fr. Jos.) quite un- 
nec . The reading év ypady, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., though resting only on AB 88, 
73 (to which, however, I can add two of the 
most ancient cures., Cov. 2 & Scr. k), is con- 
firmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
article was more likely to be inserted, according 
to general usage, than removed—tnserted by 
critics unaware that yeas in its technical 
senee (like our Scripture) may, espy when de- 
pendent on the preposition, dispense with the 
art., as in Rom. i. 2, xvi. 26, 2 Pet. i. 20 (a 
passage here peculiarly to the purpose), waca 
Epod. yeagns. 

7. For Ai®ov, Ln. & Al. edit Ai@os, fr. ABC? 
& 7 curss. [add Lam. 1184], with G&cum.: and 
Al. pronounces t. rec. a correen to conform to 
the Sept. and Matt. xii. 42. But considering 
the fewness of the testes, and their character as 
presenting altered readings, we can hardly doubt 
that Ai@os was a crit. correcn to better Greek. 
So prob. thinks Tis., since in both his 2d & 3d 
ed. he has Ai@ov. It surely does not follow that 
because the scribes did not alter at Matt., they 
would not alter here. 

10. of word oF Aads} I am now inclined to 
think, notwithstanding Dr. Peile’s coinciding in 
sat view, that the hyphen is in this e and 
others, Rom ix. 25, x. 19, also in the Sept. at 
Deut. xxxii. 21, Lam. i. 6, better not used, 
since the idiom is evidently Hebraistic, and has 
nothing in common with class. idiom, seeming 
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to resemble an idiom in Thucyd. i. 137, 4 06 
dcddvare, iii. 95, 4 ob weprrelyore (see also v. 
35, 50, & vii. 34), and also, though very rarely, 
in other Attic writers, and twice, with pn, 
Aristoph. Concion. 115, 47 uA "uwatpla, Aristot. 
Anal. Post. ii. 14, 4 uh vropovy. But these 
exx. with the art. prefixed, and followed by a 
subst. denoting action or its result, almost call 
for the hyphen, because the negative particle 
and the subst. form one idea, and are not to be 
confounded with those in which the subst. is 
without the article, as in Eurip. Bacch. 1240, 
ws éy ov xatpoe wape! & Themist. p. 262 c, 
éwi ovx Epyw, which bear a strong resemblance 
to the passages of Deut. xxii. 21, Hos. ii. 23, 
so that the idiom, which has been but unskil- 
fully handled by Matthzi, is not confined to 
Hebraism. 

ll. For dwéyec@ar, Tis., 2d edn, edits dw- 
éyso0e, fr. ACG and above 20 curss. [add Lam. 
11848, Scriv. f, h, ie o, Mus. 16184, 19288, & 
Cov. 2, omd b ill}, with the Cop., both 
Syriac & both Eth. verss., Did., Cyr.3, Zeno, & 
Leo, as also the edd. Compl., Ald., Erasm., 
Wolf-Ceph., & Col., and subsequently ed. by 
Beng., and recently by Pott; while t. rec. is 
retained by Matth., Gr., Sch., Lachm., & Al., 
rightly, since the other reading manifestly arose 
fr. a correcn of critics, who did not comprehend 
the construcn of the text, and whose purpose it 
was to introduce one more facile, and at the 
same time impressive as to sentiment; conse- 
quently internal comes strongly in aid of exter- 
nal evidence, confirmed, moreover, by the Ar, 
vers., Theoph., Cicum., & several fathers, re- 
ferred to by Matth. Hence Tis. has now re- 
stored t. rec., without, however, noticing an 
objection to awéxeoGa:, namely, that it cannot 
dispense with duas, as Ln. wel saw, since he 
introduced it into his text on the sole evidence 
of C, which, however, Tis. assures us, has not 
the word. I cannot, howr, help suspecting that it 
once had it, but that afterwards it was erased by a 
reviser as inconsistent with awzyec62, which, 
however, might arise fr. ttacism, and that in the 
above MS. is of frequent occurrence. Frasures 
were sometimes so skilfully performed as to 
elude the observn of the mip careful collators, 

when occupying so small a space as written 
If; abbraviauon they would occupy. That it 
was in the copies used by the Syr. & Vig. trans- 
lators cannot be doubted ; and it is found, after 
wapaxax., in lect. 55, and doubtless others, 
The text seems to have at an early period got 
into confusion through the construcn, not dis- 
tinctly marked, being misunderstood, and from 
that cause and the variety of position of buat 
(as we find from the evidence), it was likely to be 
quite lost. I suspect that its original place was 
after wapenié. On the whole, I would now 
read and point the text thus: ‘Ayawnrol, 
wapakarw, ws wap. xal wapenddpovs, buae 
dwixecOat. It is, indeed, somewhat homely 
composition, for which a pure Grk class. writer 
would have written wapaxal@ tuas ayam., 
map. xal wap. Svtas, dwiy. The embarras 
partly arose from the Apostle’s placing the 
endearing term aya. first in the sentence, for 
more impressive effect, and not second, as a 
class. Grk writer wd have done, and as Paul uni- 
formly does. It recurs tn/r. v. 12; the other at 
2 Pet. six times, once in Jude v. 3, nine times 
in 1 Joh. & 2 Joh., never the other position, 
which is always adopted by Jambl. So that 
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the idiom is one confined to 1 Joh. & 1 Pet., 
to the exclusion of the other. 

12. There exists here at the position of dva- 
otpopiy and its epithet «aA, the same dis- 
junction of the construcn as in Eph. iv. 1, 2, 
and oft in Thucyd., generally to impart force 
and pointedness to the tournure of the expres- 
sion, which, however, was so little compre- 
hended by scribes and revisers that they tam- 
pered with the passage in various ways, in order 
to simplify the construcn. The most rar 
emendation is that found in No. 69 & 137 [ad 
Lam. 1182, 83], wapaxadw dé xai rovro thy év 
rots €0v. um. avaorpod. Exetv. Other critics 
sought the same end by merely altering the 
order of the words. As to the text presented 
in B, where gxovree is absent, the word was 
lost owing to the variety of its position in differ- 
ent copies, so that we might despair of ever ascer- 
taining the true text did not internal evidence 
so strongly sustain t. rec. as to leave no doubt of 
its being the original reading. For vrowred- 
cavyres, Ln., Tis., & Al. read éwowretovres, 
fr. BC and 6 curss. [add Lam. 1182, Scr. j, m], 
with Theoph., Gicum., & Caten. in text, and 
Vig. vers. It may be the true reading, and the 
other have been derived fr. inf. iii. 2. And in 
deference to the united judgment of Ln., Tis., 
& Al., 1 am disposed to receive it, the construcn 
here, forming a sort of nominativus ens 
(which, as such, ought to be pointed off by 
commas), rather requiring it. 

13. ob» is cancd by Ln. & Al., fr. ABC and 
3 curss. (to which J can add nothing), with 
some verses. & Latin fathers. But Tis. has in 
both his last edd. retained the particle, which is 
almost demanded by the context, and was prob. 
lost, as it so oft happens in the case of particles 
elsewhere, by inadvertence of scribes. 

14. I have brackd the wév, wh. is caned by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABGK and very many 
curss., excl. of the best Lam., Scr., & Mus. 
copies; and its absence is confirmed by internal 
evidence. 

16. Beov dovrAor, adopted by Tis. & Al., fr. 
BCK and 5 curss. fad Mus. 5116, & Cov. 4, 
omd by Mill], may be the genuine reading; but 
it is more prob. a mere correcn to more élegant 
order of the words. 

20. yap after rovro is inserted by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. AB and 12 curss, [add Scr., Mus. 
11836, 17469, & ed. Colin}. But it seems by no 
means to be admitted, since it requires such a 
subaudition from the context, xréos éoi, as is 
harsh and violent beyond most subauditions in 
Thucyd. ; and hence preferable is it to suppose 
that the yap crept in from a confusion in the 


text, owing to the subsequent ydp ;—unless, in- - 


deed, we may be permitted to suppose the yap 
to be taken in the emphatic sense, which I have 
eleewhere inculcated, and vindicated in my note 
on James iv. 14, ‘ why this is (indeed) acceptable 
with God.” 

_ 21. On further consideration of the very per- 
plexing question as respects the original and 
genuine text of this verse, 1am of opinion that 
although the matter may be considered as much 
of an open question, that ua, duty, found in 
GK, and upwards of 30 cures. (add Lam. 1182, 
85, 96, Ser. f, h, j, 1, 0, Vig., and several 
fathers}, besides the Compl. ed., and which is 
adopted by Matth., Scholz, & Tis. 2 & 3, is to 
be considered the true reading, internal evidence 
In its favour tending to contirm competent ex- 
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ternal, inasmuch as the two other readings, tpisr, 
duty of the Elz. text, and sucv, bpiv of the 
Stephanic, were only two different modes of 
reading, resorted to by critica for the purpose of 
getting rid of the harshness involved in 1}ndyv, 
uuty (though the same recurs at iv. 1, and per- 
haps at v. 10, but see my note there). The 
view I have taken is confirmed by the suffrage 
of Tis. 3, who well remarks: “ Nil probabilius 

uam uty, buty in causa fuisse cur bis ab aliis 
vuty, ab aliis jut scriberetur. Quod tota ora- 
tio ad lectores incitandos instituta est, id emen- 
dators magis buivy quam yaiv commendabat.” 
Al., indeed, who edits suc», sjutv, endeavours 
to meet the above reasoning by a 7 : 
in favour of the reading he adopts; but one se 
far-fetched, not to say made up for the nonce, 
as to be hardly worth repeating, espy since the 
reasoning that 1jucov, but» was the original read- 
ing, and the other two mere corrections to re- 
move‘a fancied difficulty, is only supported by a 
canon of criticism, which, if the evidence of 
facts be exactly stated, is one of general, if not 
universal, application. Al. might better have 
rested the defence of his cause on the able advo- 
cacy of Est., who here deserting his favourite 
Vig. vers., goes far to show that ducy, duty, 
may be the original reading. The soundness of 
his reasoning is, however, impaired by its rest- 
ing mainly on taking for ted that sjacoy has 
a strong emphasis, with reference to the olxérat, 
which has the effect of making the admonition 
too indirect for the occasion. As to his mode 
of accounting for the change fr. vusy, uis, 
namely, that it arose from those to whom “ non 
advertentibus seriem orationis, videretur ingrate 
et arrogantis animi dicere Christus passus est 
pro vobis, vobis relinquens exemplum,” &.,— 
It is highly ingenious, but not pager ogn- 
viction, any more than that of Al., and resting 
on an insecure foundation, requiring, moreover, 
an unauthorized emphasis, though one less harsh 
than that which Al. places on dmiy, fetched 
from that on vac. In short, the editors and 
critics who have battled so hard for bpd, vpis, 
seemed to have passed over, or not heeded, the 
argument of internul evidence in favour of 
uw, duty, suggested by Dr. Mill, that “ it is 
more likely the words should have been altered 
to what, at first view, seems more accommodated 
to the scope of the whole context, than the 
alteration the other way.” Besides, the varia- 
tion of persons, at which the critics stumbled, 
ought rather to have attested the genuineness of 
the reading, since that variation is quite in St. 
Peter’s manner. See 1 Pet. i. 3 & 4, 11, 24, 
iii. 18, comp. with iv. 1, & 2 Pet. i. 4, 19—not 
to say that, in the use of suc, the Apostle 
might be influenced by a desire to place a cardi- 
nal doctrine of the Gospel on its broadest basis, 
by the most extensive application possible. 

24. The 2d avrov is cancd by Ln., and brackd 
by Al., fr. ABCK and 25 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 831, 84, 85, Scr. m, oJ, but retained by 
Scholz & Tis. 2 & 3, rightly, since internal evi- 
dence is against the removal, for, as Tis. re- 
marks, “ ov—avrov emendatori deberi incre- 
dibile est; nec magis credibile avrov ex LX X. 
inlatum esse, servato inepte ov.” 

25. Though it is true, that in such figurative 
comparisons as the one here, the ici 
ave. is in Scrip. more frequently connected 
with the persons than the sheep, yet such is not 
always the case. Comp. Ps. cxix. 176, takes 
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with Yea. liii. 6, and hence internal evidence 
being rather in favour of Aavwpuevor, compen- 
sates for scanty external authority, and warrants 
its adoption. 


III. 1. There is nothing to justify the ex- 
ungement of ai by Ln., nor even its bein 
rackd, as it is by Al., on the authority of A 

alone [though I can add Lam. 11961], notwith- 
standing that internal evidence is strongly aget 
its absence, it being surely more likely to have 
been | emaage over by scribes, or removed by cri- 
tics from their not understanding its vocative 
force. In fact, it has been elsewh. expunged 
for this reason, oft in the mase. 6, but some- 
times in the fem. 7 or al, e. g. Lk. viii. 55, Joh. 
viii. 10, Col. iii. 18. I am now disposed to 
adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Al., xcspdn9so ovat, fr. 
ABCGK and 30 curss., excl. of Lam. 11823, 83, 
84, 96, Scr. f, h, 1, m, and all the Mus. copies of 
any weight, with Theoph. & CEcum., confirmed 
by internal evidence, the construcn of Zva -with 
the fut. ind. being the more difficult, and yet, 
as an Alexn idiom, the more likely to be 
genuine. 

3. The removal by Ln. of rprxcv, and the 
change he introduces of xa into 9, each from 
C only, presents a signal instance of dxpicia, 
since each alteration was a mere emendation to 
more usual diction. So Tis. remarks: “ solet 
éuwXoxt eundem in sensum et absque rp: yap 
dici, ut Clem. xpwBvAov, 8 iuwroxas tor 
eldos, dvedouvro ypvoovv. Similiter iv rréy- 
pao legitur 1 Tim. 2.” The Vig. was mainly 
instrumental in producing both emendations. 

4. Of the alterations in the text by Ln. & 
Tis., the former sjavxiov nal wo., the latter 
wpaiot «al sovxiouv, the former rests on the 
sole authority of B, founded on the Vig.; the 
latter is a mere alteration of ancient philologists 
to a purer Greek form. The other alteration is 

inst the usus lingue, for wherever the two 
epithets are united, wp. comes first. Suffice it 
to advert to Elian, Hist. An. vi. 56, wpgov 
abro Kal aobxtov. 

5. I would now bracket rdy before @sd», 
eancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCGK and 
about 12 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. m, o, 
Mus. 5115, 16184, & Cov. 4]. I am also dis- 

sed to read ele for éwi, with Ln., Tis., & Al., 
r. ABC and 6 curss, [add Lam. 1]82, 84, 85], 
with Dam. & Theoph. 

. For barixovcev, Lo. & Al. read bwijxosy, 
fr. B (teste Bent.) and 3]. But Mai attests vw- 
xovoey, and the countenance of the very corrupt 
copy 31, the Leic. MS., is nought. At any rate, 
it was likely to be suggested by the Vig. I sus- 
pect that if it has banxovoey, which I can hardly 
doubt, it is a 2da manu, o being inserted by 
another hand, which escaped the notice of the 
collator. Certain it is Uwyxovey came fr. the 
Lat. copies. What the Syr. & th. translators 
read cannot be known. 

7. Tatill retain cuyxAnpovduos, on the au- 
thority, scanty though it be, of ABC 31 [add 
Scr. o}, yet suppo by the ancient verss., and 
confirmed by internal evidence. I still con- 
tinue to read éyxowr., with all the recent edi- 
tors, exc. Ln. & Al., who with misplaced cau- 
tion retain t. rec. éxxdr., from considerable but 
not overpowering external authority, inasmuch 
as iy«. rests on AB and 45 curss., excl. of Lam. 
1184, 96, Scr. j, k, 1, Mus. 11836, 19388, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, if weighed aright. 
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*Eyxéwres is a term of very rare occurrence in 
the Sept. & the N. T., and there only used in 
the physical sense, ‘to cut off, destroy,’ of wh. 
the arsine sense, ‘ to utterly cud off, prevent an 
action taking place,’ would howr here be, as I 
have shown, too strong a sense to suit the occa- 
sion, and if it dtd, would rather require dwo- 
xomr. Whereas éyxowr. is a highly suitable 
term, the proper sense of iyxdwrety riva being 
*to hinder, thwart any one from the doing of an 
action which he meditates ;’ also as used with 
vivi, ‘to stand in his way by obstructing.’ 
So Hippocr., p. 28, 35, wapatwety rovriéores 
Agyouct piv wpoctyety, workover Ot iyxdw- 
ve: also with rf, ‘to obstruct the action, 
either by hindering its taking place, or also, as 
here, by thwarting and counteracting the bene- 
fit thereof, meaning here the benefit resulting 
from the wntfed prayers of man and wife, to 
which alone the promise of a blessing pertains; 
a blessing eepy consisting in peace both with 
themselves and with God, through Christ, alone 
to be found in the common prayer of faith. It 
may, indeed, be asked how so little suitable a 
term as éxx. came to be introduced into so many 
copies? I answer, from most of the ancient 
archetypes having ivxowr., which by inadver- 
tence of scribes passed into é«x., and the let- 
ters « & »v being oft confounded, of which see 
exx. in Greg. de Dial. Sch., p. 726. 
8. For g@tAodpoves, Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read tye He fr. ABC and 28 curss. 
add Lam. 1182, 84, 85, Scr. g, j], with the 
op., Arm., & some ancient copies of the Vlg., 
& both the Syr. verss., Clem., Antioch., Chrys., 
(Ecum., & Theoph., & the ed. Colin. On fur- 
ther consideration of the true text of this verse, 
—a matter embarrassed with not at first appa- 
rent difficulties, such as hinder the adjustment 
of the embarras,—so as to ascertain what was 
the original reading, I come to a different con- 
clusion from what I did formerly. That one of 
the above two readings was a correcn of the 
other is not to be doubted: but the question, 
which of the two was the more likely to be the 
altered Bars is more easily asked than an- 
swered. Matthei darkly intimates it, as if the 
solution of an enigma, thus: ‘“‘ Curex Tawatvo- 
dpociyns factum sit diAddpoves, difficilius in- 
telligitur, quam cur ex diAodpoves factum sit 
Tunevodpoves.” This may seem true enough ; 
but a most material point is it to ascertain what 
kind of difficulty is to be understood. Neither 
term presents any difficulty in itself; and we 
have only to inquire which term was most likely 
to be stumbled at by critics, and thus made a 
difficulty of. Matth. stiffly maintains that ra- 
wetvodp. came from the scholiasts & Catenists, 
and he refers to a Catena, and adduces a echol. 
which countenances his supposition. But if so, 
the substanco of the matter there found was 
doubtless derived from ancient Greek fathers 
like Clemens; and Matth. in his lst edn admits, 
but in his 2d questions this, yet without reason. 
And although the particular q@iAdgp. is not 
mentioned in the Caten. & schol., it does not 
follow, as Matth. argues, that the above fathers 
had excluded g:Admp. in urder to make way 
for rawavogd. It would seem that pm:rcdp. 
was not mentioned, any more than duodp. supr. 
both being only specifications of the one general 
term d@yam, which they employed instead of 
them, as denoting respectively the being united, 
and of one accord, and the being of a kindly 
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spirit (see Eph. iv. 32); the two main compo- 
nents of true Christian love. It does not, how- 
ever, follow that rawstvogp. should not have 
been subjoined to the other particulars which 
form the group of Christian virtues presented 
by the Apostle. And when I consider how 
strongly attested it is by documents, both nume- 
rous and weighty from their antiquity, con- 
firmed by many ancient Greek fathers, and the 
most important verss., I think it fully entitled 
to be adopted into the text, though not to the 
exclusion of ¢sAogp., there being no incompe- 
tent testimony to its presence originally in the 
text, as well as rawewodp., namely, a few 
ancient cures. (besides others that may yet be 
found), confirmed by the Vlg. vers. in its most 
ancient copies, and, what is more, by Theophyl. 
& C&cum. One may well account for the read- 
ing being found in so few copies from the re- 
visers of the text in the middle = mistaking, 
as many modern expositors have done, the true 
force of rawewodp. in this context, which is 
not so much humble-minded, but rather, iz sense 
pragnanti, meek and lowly ; for want of knowing 
which, and from imagining that the two terms 
prrodp. & Trawetvdde. were inconsistent with 
each other, the revisers removed, some the 
former, others the latter. Whereas the two 
virtues of kindliness of spirit, and meek lowliness, 
are kindred and well fitted to amalgamate. This 
view is confirmed by an altogether similar pas- 
ra at Eph. iv. 2 (presenting a similar group of 
Christian virtues), évdicav82e—paxpobuptar, 
where we see the very term rawsivdd. accom- 
panied, on the one hand, by xpnororne, gentle- 
NESS of spirit ; on the other, by xpaorne, meek- 
ness of spirit. Thus by closing the list with 
these kindred qualities, the Apostle naturall 
slides (there being no such ¢ransition as AL 
imagines, and the common punctuation and sepa- 
ration by verses supposes) into an earnest dis- 
suasion against that bitlerness of spirit which 

rompts men to retaliation; against which the 
Dest preservative is that kindly and meek lowli- 
ness, which so naturally conduces to meek-eyed 

ace. Agreeably to this view, which coincides, 

find, with that of Est., & also Calv., I would 
now point: rawewddpoves, uh drodidovres, 
with edd. Compl., Gerbel., Wolf-Ceph., Colin, 
& R. Steph. 

9. eléores before Sr: is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABCK and 6 curss., with the Vig., Cop., 
& both Syr. verss., It. h, Antioch., Dam. But 
internal evidence is adverse, inasmuch as the 
aan seems to have been removed as super- 

uous, and involving a flaw in composition by 
the two participles being brought together, and 
overloading the wording. A similar stumblin 
on plain ground occasioned the tampering wi 
the text at Eph. v. 29. The critics seem not to 
have been aware that eld. Sts occurs supr. i. 18, 
2 Pet. i. 14, and oft in the Pauline Epistles 
(on which the phraseology of this Epistle seems 
founded), and hence removing the former par- 
ticip., connected the Sr: with the latter. Both 
constructions are blended at Rev. xii. 12, al- 
though there, from there being no accumulation 
of apenas the constrn was left untouched. 

0. The pronouns avrov—avrou are cancd by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABC and a very few curss., 
to which I can make no addition ; and internal 
evidence is adverse to their absence, since it is 
far less likely that the Apostle should have 
excluded the pronouns, found as they are in both 
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the sg & the Hebr. original, than that they 
should have been swept away by Alexn critics, 
who seem to have waged a woXzuow déxypuxtoy 
against pronouns; though here avrov was ne- 
cessary after xelA1, there being no arfic., in 
which the pron. might be implied: but the 
occurrence of tov before the infin. occasioned 
its removal also. I am not aware that yAwooa 
circumstanced as here is ever left without the 

ron. See Mk. vii. 33, 35, Lk. i. 64, xvi. 24, 

ames i. 26, Rev. xvi. 10, all sine vv. ll. To 
the above might be added very many other 
examples fr. the Sept., where it oft occurs; but 
hardly ever in the pure Greek class., and for that 
reason the pron. here was expunge by critics 
for the purpose of improving the Greciem. As 
respects the avrov after ysiXn, its absence is 
still less likely to be genuine. It is, indeed, 
omd in ABCK and 8 curss. [add Lam. 1182); 
but in C ra is prefixed, which, had it been aba 
in all the rest, might have made the readi 
admissible. Comp. Matt. xv. 8, & Mk. vii. 6, 
Tots xsiXeor, where the Sept. adds adrws. But 
comp. Rom. iii. 13, two ra yelAy avrew. 
However, as the case now stands, there is little 
doubt that ray was chiefly removed by the same 
critics, but partly lost by inadvertence of scribes 
owing to the rou following. 

11. 6% before éx«X. is added by Ln., Tis., & 
AL, fr. ABC 31, 69 [add Lam. 1182, 84}, with 
the Jat. Syr. vers. & 4 most ancient copies of 
the Vig. For my own part, I am not satisfied 
as to the genuineness of the particle, which is so 
very oft dbtruded by shallow revisers and scioli; 
and still less so when I see how little can be 
made of it even by the practised dexterity of Al. 
The force of the asyndeton in the Heb. & Sept., 
and in all the N. T. copies, is eo very stro 
any attempt to strengthen the sense could not 
but weaken it. To sup that the Apostle 
would desert the Heb. & Sept., so bapeiih without 
reason, is not to be thought of on such slender 
avon: and would of itself be forbidden by 3 

ue consideration of the fervid character of the 
Apostle’s style. 

2. I would now, with Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., 
Tis., & Al., cancel of before 698., on ani, 
external testimony, nearly all the uncials and 
curss. (excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, 


h, k, 1, 0, & nearly all the Mus. oT in- 
» 3, 4, omd by Mill), edd. 


cluding Mus.-Cov. 
Compl. & Colin, confirmed by internal evi- 


dence, inasmuch as it was more likely to have 


been inserted as thought necessary, which it is 
not, than removed. 

13. For peunrai, Ln. & Al. read YyXerei, 
fr. ABC and 18 cures. [add Lam. 1182, 84, 85), 


with Clem., Damas., & Theoph.; but t. rec. is 
rightly retained by Tis., since it evidently arose 
from a corrn of critics, suggested, as Tis. remarks, 
fr. Tit. ii. 14. 

15. For Oedv, Ln., Tis., & Al. read yproree 
fr. ABC 7, 13, 33, 69,137 [add Lam. 1182, 84); 
and internal evidence being in its favour, I am 
disposed to adopt it. Ln. ought not to have 
cancd the da before %rorpuor, which is de- 
stroyed the forcible potnt of the injunction, 9 
well followed up by the &AAd (q. d. but sever- 
theless), and which is therefore rightly inserted 
by Tischen. & AL, fr. ABC and I1 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182, 84), with Vig., Cop., later 8yr., 
& Arm. verss., & Clem., Damas, & Theopb., 
confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as it 
has no little force, though not auch a force # 
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would lead critics to brin 
the antiquity of the 
tation to its genuineness. 

16. For caradadwow bpwr, os Kaxowotws, 
Tis. & Al. read cxaradaXsiobs, fr. B 69, 137 
[add Lam. 1182, 84], with later Syr. vers. & 
Chrys. But Ln. rejects the reading, and with 
reason, since the insufficiency of external testi- 
mony is not compensated by intern. evid., inas- 
much as the change is evidently a mere correcn to 
polish the style, by removing tautology at vu» 
—vp., and imparting brevity and compactness of 
expression ; and above all by removing a repetition 
of the same words as those used at a kindred 
passage, supr. ii. 12; though other critics, it 
seems (judging, at least, by the Vig. vers. in ite 
most ancient copies), thought the alteration to 
caraXcAsiaGe sufficed for the purpose, and so 
retained ws raw xaxor., which words Est. 
suppoees to have been introduced fr. supr. ii. 12. 
But such a half-measure fails of its purpose. 
The ancient critics here, as oft elseewh., seem to 
have been not aware that the duty of a critical 
reviser is to restore, when necessary, the original 
reading, not to correct it. In short, the original 
reading was what I have already, with Matth. & 
Ln., elited, namely, tya dv w xatadtadovcr, 
for xaraXahwor, fr. A and above 20 curss., 
excl. of Lam. 1183—85, 96, with Pesch. Syr. & 
Vig. werss., Theoph., & C&cum. The critics 
were the more induced to bring in xatraXa- 
AgiaGe, because, although the passive form never 
occurs In N. T. and Sept., yet it does twice in the 

urest Greek writers, as Aristoph. ap. Steph. 

hes. (where we have caradaAnuévos), and also 
in the same construcn,—pass. followed by év & 
dat. of thing,—in Polyb. xxxvii. 12, xaraAadob- 
pmevor Rixpws év To (‘on the ground of") undiy 
wpotec@a:. This, then, makes one of the not 
few instances in St. Peter’s Epistles where, as 
A]. has observed, “ the same thought is repeated 
again in the same words” (comp. iii. 1, taken 
with iii. 16, and with ii. 1, iv. 3, aleoi. 14, & 
ii. 11, iv. 12, with i. 6—9, iv. 14, with iii. 14—17, 
and with iv. 7 & i. 13); and here this is more 
decidedly the case than in any of those . 
In fact, it makes one in the list formed by Dr. 
Davidson, from which this of Al. was derived, 
and would have had place in Al. but for an 
error of the copyist, or of the printer, by which 
ii. 1 occurs fop ii. 12. This repetition exists to 
ad far greater in St. Paul's Epistles. The 

culiarity in question prob. arose from the 
ervid character of the Apostle’s temperament, 
conjoined with an earnest anxiety that nothing 
should be left unsaid for the purpose in view, 
even though incurring repetition,—the lime 
labor, to avoid which could scarcely be expected 
in one whose imperfect command over the 
Greek ence as regards regularity of com- 
position would render him the less disposed, as 
the less fitted, to consider nice exactness of style 
rather than the great Srl a to inspire others 
with that which so powerfully impressed his own 
soul, under the high influence of hope and faith, 
namely, lively views awakened by the anti- 
cipative contemplation of future glory through 
our Lord Jesus Christ. 

17. For @éXec, I would now,.with Ln., Tis., 
& Al., read @éXor, fr. ABCGK and 60 curss. 
[add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 96, Scr..f, g, h, j, k, 
mi, 0, & nearly all the Mus. copies, including dev’ 
2, 4,5, omd by Mill), with Clem., Theoph., & 
CEcum., Cat. text., confirmed by internal evi- 


de suo in. Besides, 
ing is a strong attes- 
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dence, inasmuch as @6éX\e: seems & mere error 
8 scribes, derived from the language of common 

e. 

18. For quads, Tis. 3 reads duas, fr. B and 10 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, Scr. j, m, o, Mus. 
16184]; while Ln. & AI. retain uae, very 
rightly, since it is, as Al. evinces at large, high! 
suitable to the context; and to suppose, wit 
Tis., that it was a correcn suggested by v. 21, is 
exceedingly improbable. 

20. Of the reading dweEedéixero, adopted by 
all the best editors, I have, I trust, evinced the 
truth, and shown how that adopted by Erasm. 
& Steph. arose. oo is in all the Lam, 
nearly all the Scr., & all the Mus. copies of any 
weight. That it did not, as Al. thinke, arise 
from a conjecture of Erasm. must be plain to 
any one who has patience sufficient to examine 
the evidence of the MSS., and possesses paleo- 
gtaphica} skill (alone to be obtained by a long 
course of collating MSS.) such as to enable him 
to perceive what inference is to be drawn from 
it. For éAfya:, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dAiyor, 
fr. AB and 6 cures., Vig., Cop. verss., Orig., 
Cyp., & some Lat. fathers. The reading is very 
ancient, and is perhaps the true one, but it may 
be only a neat and most ingenious conjecture of 
Alexn critics. It is not at all in St. Peter's 
manner, but quite in Origen’s ; which eeems to 
render it probable that the reading arose from 
the lepidum caput of ‘the father of biblical 
criticism,’ whose vast influence would be likely 
to cause this, as many other doubtful lectiones, 
to be received by Jerome, and before bis time to 
be endorsed by Cyprian. 


IV. 1. The two words iwip hud are cancd 
by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. BC & 3 curss., Vig., 
Sah. verss, Athan., Theod., & (£cum.; and 
internal evidence is somewhat in favour of their 
absence in the original text; and, moreover, 
there is something in the state of the MS. evi- 
dence at supr. iil. 18, that to a certain degree 
casts a shade on the authority of the words, 
which I would now bracket. 

2. éy before capxi is cancd by Ln., Al., & 
Tis. 3, from ABCG and 30 curss. {add Lam. 
1182, 84, Ser. h, 1}, with Theophyl].; and internal 
evidence being rather against its authenticity, I 
would single- et it, were it not that the 
eimple dat. cannot, without much straining, 
mean, ‘according to the flesh,” as Al. renders, 
and that for reasons which will appear from note 
on Jas. i. 11. 

3. dpxerds yap, without the pronoun, is 
adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB and 5curss, 
{add Lam. 1184], with Vig., Syr., & Arm. 
verss., & CEcum.; the editors, I imagine, sup- 
posing that the pronoun was interpolated from 
schol. or verss.; which is possible, but not pro- 
bable, since the pronoun is necessary to potnt 
the argument for the benefit of those addressed, 
which seems not to have occurred to the Syr. & 
Vig. translators. As to the cause of the omission, 
it might, in 8 copies only, arise from a var. lect. 
im npiv & opiv—a case which almost always 
carries with it the omission of one or other of the 
words. In the present case the difficulty of 
selection would tend to further occasion omission, 
since either of the two is applicable, and might 
have been used by the Apostle, but esp. utp, 
for which there is far stronger authority, namely, 
CGK and all the curss. exc. 21; which readin 
is accordingly to be preferred, and unity suppo 

Ss $s 


314 


to have originated in error of scribes, or blunder 
of critics, who were not aware of the existence 
of the xolvwors, a igure in frequent use by 
Peter's brother apostle St. Paul, with whose 
Epistles he was well acquainted. This, however, 
did not, it seems, enter into the minds of the 
scribes or revisers, who deeming it derogatory to 
the Apostle to apply what follows to himself in 

rt, thought fit to alter the Dey to buty. 

‘ov Biov after waned. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABC and 9 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
Scr. h], with the Vlg., Cop., Syr., Arm., & Ath. 
verss., Clem., and several Lat. fathers; and 
internal evidence, confirmed by Jos., Ant. xix. 
1, 12, already cited by me, being in favour of its 
absence, I would now bracket the words, which 
ese came from the scholiasts. For xarepyde., 

would now read, with Ln., Tis., & Al., «arstp- 

a@cQa:, from ABC and 6 curss. [add Lam. 

182), with Clem., Theoph., Cat. text., con- 
firmed by internal evidence, which, weighed 
aright, is in ite favour. The critics, it seems, 
stumbled at the pf. pass., and altered it to the 
far more frequent | aor. midd. The form occurs, 
indeed, only once in N, T., 2 Cor. xii. 12, and 
not once in the simple form ‘vat. though 
that is found in the Sept., Exod. xv. 17, xxxvili. 
24. In the class. writers it is frequent, e. g. 
Eurip., Here. Fur. 151, xareipyacra:. Plato, 
P; 473, Hdot. i. 123, vi. 2, Xen. Mem. ii. 3, 11, 

olyb. iv. 70, 7, et al., but sometimes in a midd. 
signifn, 
warteiory. wes the original reading. 

7. vas before mpossuxns is cancd by Ln., 
Al., & Tis. 2, fr. AB 5, 137 [add Lam. 1182, 
83, 85, Scr. j, k, 0, Mus. 16184, & Cov. 2, 4, 
omd by Mill]; but, as I have shown, without 
reason, since it was removed by fastidious critics, 
as Tis. now sees, who has restored ras with the 
pithy remark: “ At articulus non intellecta ea 

uam habet vi omittendus videbatur. Similiter 
ius els wpooevyiy scribendum duxit. Ab 
gala by vero & vitae aig rnc epee 
cannot regard as conclusive Alford’s argument 
inst the above reasoning. How could the 
plural at wpocevy. seem strange to any critics 
who had read the N. T., since it oft occurs in 
the Epistles and the Apocal.? Does he mean 
the plural of zpocevy., unaccompanied by the 
art.? If he does, there is some force in the ar- 
er since the construcn no where occurs ia 
the N. T.; for as to the phrase wo:eta@at wrpoc- 
suxas, at 1 Tim. ii. 1, it does not here apply. 
But after all the angument is not conclusive, 
since St. Peter was very unlikely to use so 
unprecedented an expression, though very likely 
to use the other from its very frequent occurrence 
in the Pauline Epistles. That ras should have 
crept into all the MSS. exc. 3 or 4 from Poly- 
or ui. els rds wpocevy. is incredible. 
. 8& after wed wavrwy is cancd by Al., fr. 
A (qy ?), B 13, 3 ancient copies of Vig. & Arm. 
vers.; while Ln. & Tis. retain the dé, very pro- 
perly, since scanty external testimony is not 
compensated by internal evidence in favour, 
inasmuch as it is more likely to have been re- 
moved as seeming, from a supposed close con- 
nexion, unnecessary, and meant to remove a 
tautology at wdvrwy di, than inserted for no 
reason likely to occur to the revisers. As to 


* what Al. avers, that the dé was omitted because 


there seemed ‘‘no immediate connexion,” I 
answer, there really is no immediate connexion ; 
and so all the translators ancient and modern, 


Hence there can be no doubt that _ 


1 PETER IV. 7—13. 


and all the editors exc. Al. have thought, not 
without reason, since as to the grammatical 
connexion by the use of the participle éyowres, 
that arose from a flaw in composition, by which 
the partic. is put for the verb (an idiom occa- 
sionally foune in Hellenistic Greek partly fr. 
Hebraism), forming, doubtless, the ordinary 
Greek of common life. There is certainly no 
immediate connexion of the thing denoted by the 
words. According to the logic of the passage as 
most ably traced by Aretius, there can be none, 
and of this Calv. & Est. seem to have been 
quite aware. Aretius marks this verse as com- 
mencing the 2nd part of the chap., and Pott, no 
mean judge of such a matter, and a scholar of 
independent judgment, so expresses it in his 
text. In short, the force of dé (removed as being 
misunderstood) seems to be that of the Lat. 
autem (appropriately used by Jerome), to denote 
what is continuative, = ‘and further,’ furthermore, 
oft so employed in cases where some new cir- 
cumstance, or matter of consideration, is sub- 
joined. See Mk. vii. 26, Lk. xxiii. 17, Joh. vi. 
7, xi. 2, xix. 23. It also occurs occasionally in 
the class. writers, where a course of reasoning is 
carried on, as in Plato & Aristot. Consider- 
ing, however, the employment of the participle 
éxovres, however disjoined may be the constrn, 
1 would point, els +. wpocevyds’ wavruwr dé. 
On further consideration of the disputed point 
of reading as to the artic. 4 at dyawn, I would 
now, with Ln., Tis., & Al., exclude it, on com- 
tent authority, namely, ABGK and 20 cures. 
pada Lam. 1184, 85, Scr. j, k, 1,0, Mus. 11836, 
& Cov. 5, omd by Wets.], somewhat confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as the was 
=r a to be reritee! in te to match 
with the ryv—dy. just before, than expunged. 
I would now, ik Ln., Tis., & Al., receive 
xahiwrat, fr. ABK and, Tis. says, above 40 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 96, Scr. h, 0, 
Mus. 5116, 16184], somewhat confirmed by 
internal evidence; though not 80 as to place the 
matter beyond all doubt; and yet the existence 
of the pres. in the Heb. & Sept. confirms the 
reading here. 1 would now without hesitation 
adopt yoyyuonoy, fr. AB and 20 curss., excl. of 
Lam. 1182, 83, 84, Mus. 5116, 16184, confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as -posy was 
prob. a mere correcn from Phil. ii. 14, sine v. 1. 

13. I still retain the Stephanic ggOo (for Elz 
xaQus), as required by strong external testi- 
mony, ABGK and 40 curss., exclus. of almost 
all the Lam., Scr., & Mus. copies, which must 
decide the point, esp. as I can find no instance 
of xa0ws being altered to xa0d, though the 
reverse is not unexampled. 

14. The words xara uév avtois—doFdYerat 
are cancd by La., Tis., & Al., fr. AB and 20 
curss. (add Lam. 1182, 84, 85], Syr., AEth., Cop., 
Arm., & Ar. verss. ; and on farther consideration 
of the perplexing matter involved therein, I am 
inclined to think that they crept in from a marg. 
scholium founded on ancient Grk commentators, 
by whom they seem to have been formed on 
supr. iii. 14, 17, & ii. 20, 

15. For 4\Aorpioen., Ln. edits dAXorpset., 
fr. B alone, to which, however, I can add Lam. 
1184. In Lam. 1196 I find é\Aorpios éwriee., 
which is also in the Leic. MS., teste Seriv. I 
suspect that in the original of each, the reading 
was dA\orpiew., the os from a 2nd hand. Be 
that as it may, d\Aorpiex. is unprecedented ; 
and were éAAortpioen. really, as Al. says, not 
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Sound elsewh., it wd matter not, whereas it is 
met with in Dionys. Areop., Ep. 8, p. 783, and 
in Germani Constr. in Cotel. Monum. ii. 481, 
adduced, after Suic. Thes., by Tafel on Steph. 
Thes. in voc., ed. Paris. 

16. For uépet, Ln., Tis., & Al. read dvonate, 
fr. AB and 12 curss., with some veres. & fathers, 
as Cyr., Eph., & Q&cum.;—no incompetent 
authority, carrying weight from its antiquity; 
but not confirmed by txterrzal evidence, inasmuch 
as, although that is almost equally balanced, it 
inclines in favour of uépec, from its being really 
the rarer and more difficult reading, occurring 
elsewh. only in 2 Cor. iii. 10, Ps. ex. 3. Hence 
I cannot doubt that pépec was here used by 
Peter, who had in mind the Pauline passage. 
We may regard dsduar: as a gloss, or false 
correcn of critics unacquainted with this rare 
idiom, and who accordingly brought in dvouert, 
which is susceptible of a sense very suitable, 
viz., ‘on account of,’ ‘on the score of,’ founded 
on a Latin use, and suggested by Mk. ix. 49, 
ivy dvomat: & +s, where see my note. Finally, 
as it is universally admitted that St. Peter had 
read and profited by the Pauline Epistles, esp. 
those to the Corinthians, where is the wonder 
that he should have borrowed this peculiar form 
of e ion, prob. a provincial one of Syrian & 
Cilician Greek ? 

18. dé after 6 before doe8y is inserted by Tis. 
3 (alone), fr. B! 137 & Syr.; but wrongly, 
since scarcely any authority could justify the 
pee one evidently arising from carelessness 
of scribe. As to the Syr. vers., the translator 
could not have had 4d in his copy: 

19. I would now edit airay, fr. AGH and 35 
curss., excl. of nearly all the Lam. and Scr., and 
all the best Mus. MSS. Just after, for dya- 
Goworta, Ln. & Tis. 2 read -oifac, fr. A and 13 
curss. [add Lam. 1/83!, 84, Ser. 0, & Mus. 
16184, Cov. 2, omd by Mill], with Vg., Syr., 
Ar., Erp.; but Al. retaine, as I have done, and 
Tie. restores -oia, both on the same grounds 
that I have propounded, namely, that the plural 
was not needed, since the singular, in a 
generic sense, will yield the same sense (see my 
note and Alford's); also that the plural form 
no where else occurs. This I can, after most 
diligent research, still confirm; for as to the 
two of Clem. Alcx., and those of Pro- 
clus & Paulus Alex., those of Clem. contain the 
best account that I can find of what the ancient 
Grk fathers understood by dyalowroria; yet it 
was evidently founded on this e; and if 
so, he must here have read -ocia, und I cannot 
find elsewhere the least ventas of any example 
of the plural. Accordingly, all that we can say 
is, that although the Apostle may possibly have 
written dya@owortasc here, as he has used dva- 
orpodais & svoeBelacs at 2 Pet. iii. 11, where 
there is no fluctuation of reading; yet, as to the 

latter word, the passage furnishes the on/yexample 
of theplur. The same may be said of the former, at 
least in the sense conversatio, conduct, manner of 
life ; though that it formerly existed I find a 
faint trace in a passage of Posidipp. ap. Athen. 
p- 377, b, KopuBavres avAoi wavyvyides, dva- 
or pod), where the freq. use of the sing. seems to 
have excluded the very rare plur. dvucrpodai, 
but used for cuvovcia:, congressus, meetings for 
company, = conversatiun parties. 


V. 1. otv after wpec®. is inserted by Ln. & Al., 
from AB 69, 137, and 10 othercurss. [add Lam. 
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1182, Scr. 0, Mus. 16184, & Cov. 21), with Vle¢., 
later Svr., & ed. Colin; while Tis. 2 & 3 rejects 
it, rightly, since internal evidence does not con- 
firm external in its favour, it being more likely 
to have been inserted than expunged. What 
confirms this view is, that the same prima 
MSS. are without rods, also cancd by Ln. & 
Al., of whom the latter is of opinion that the 
omission of rods after xpeof.—not surprising if 
we consider 8t. Peter's style—led to the insertion 
of the art. by those who were not aware of this 
peculiarity. But this is taking for granted the 
peculiarity, which besides rests on the slender 
evidence of only AB 69, 137, the other ten 
retaining rovs. The best solution of the diffi- 
culty is to suppose that some critics, thinking a 

rticle of consequence, or conclusion (i/ative), 

ere wanted, to bind on the last hortatory portion 
of the Epistle—and finding one suggested to 
them, at hand, in the Patin copies, adopted 
ovv, though it is their wont to we the par- 
ticles wholesale, as the uncials BCD & partly A 
attest. But some of them, endued with more 
vous than the rest, removed that also. The 
existence of dé in some copies is certain from 
both the Syriac verse.; though in the margin of 
the later g r. ob» is recognized by the same 
process as that in the Greek text. That copies 
used by the Cop. aud Arab. translators were 
without the ov», and had the rods, is certain 
from their very literal rendering. 

2. For unde, Tis. 3 edits a), fr. AB and 8 
curss. [add Lam. 1184%]; while Al. retains 
and, rightly, the ua» being a manifest correcn 
of petty critics, who have elsewh. done the 
same. So Lk. xiv. 12, in B et al., Col. ii. 21. 
Besides, as Al. observes, undd we was used as 
bringing in a climax at each line. 

. UFoTagoouevac is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. AB 13, 27, 29, 68, 81, to which I can 
add nothing; though I am now inclined to 
bracket the word as of doubtful authenticity, 
and prob. originating in . schol. The 
other var. lectt. seem to show that the revisers 
of the middle ages stumbled at the short-cut 
constrn, and supplied various! y what was needed, 

8. dre before 6 dvr. is cancd by Ln., Tis., & 
Al., fr. ABK and above 40 curss., exc]. of Lam. 
1183, 85, 96, Scr. f, g, j, k, 1, o, & the best Mus. 
copies, with Theoph. & ed. Compl.; and internal 
evidence being against it, I am ready to consent 
to its exclusion. For repiwarei, wapiipystat, 
found in nearly 20 curss., including 3 Lam. & 
Scr. copies, is evidently a mere correcn to what 
was thought a more suitable term as applied to 
animals of the cat genus, who wander up and 
down when prowling for their prey. There is 
little doubt that the critics had in mind Job i. 7, 
Sept., where the Devil says to the Lord: wapr- 
eh0cy thy yqv kai tuweptwariocas (oberrans) 
+ihv Ux’ ovpaydy, and 80 prob. had St. Peter bim- 
self; but there was no real cause for such tam- 
pering, since wepimatéw is capable of a suffi- 
ciently suitable sense. Suffice it to advert to 
Aristoph. Lys. 709, wepiwariw dyw xatw. 

10. For nu., 1 have, with La., Tis., & Al., 
ed. Juas, fr. ABG and 40 curss., excl. of Lam. 
1182, 83, 84, 85, 91, 96, Scr. f, h, j, 1, 0, & 
nearly all the Mus. copies, confirmed by internal 
evidence and the considerations suggested in 
note spr. iii. 21. I am now more decided in 
retaining the futures Karaprice:, &c., through- 
out, as more suitable to the preceding emphatic 
autos, ‘it is Ho who,’ and the subsequent im- 
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pressive dexology avrg (to Him he) 4 ao€a, 
é&c., though sadly cropped of its fair proportions 
by our recent editors, who cancel 1} éofa «ai, 
on the sole authority of AB 2, 3, and 2 ancient 
curss., to which I can add nothing; and internal 
evidence is unfavourable, inasmuch as it was 
more likely that the 4 é@ofa should be lost 
through the variation of order in the words, as 
appears from the circumstance that in not a few 
copies, excl. of Lam. 1182, 83, Scr. m, the 
In such a solemn 


words come after 16 xparor. 
ascription o tse as this emphatic doxology, 
the particular 9 ddfa is almost indispensable, 


and is usually made prominent by being Brongn 
in first; and in the Pauline Epistles it usually 
stands alone, as it does at 2 Pet. iv. fin. It is 
true that here the words in question may pos- 


2 PETER I. 1—12. 


sibly have been, as Tis. & Al. take for granted, 
interpolated fr. supr. iv. 11; but it is very im- 
probable, since the nature of the context here 
still more calls for their presence than there, 
where their presence is confirmed by Jude v. 25, 
and the doxology seems founded on the one 
before, though further developed, doa, peyaru- 
cuvn, xpatos, xai i~ovcia. Comp. Rev. i. 6, 
v. 13. Of xpdros standing alone in a doxology 
there is no example; nor is it likely that St. 
Peter would have so placed it, though in his 2nd 
Ep. he has so placed dafa. He would at least 
have added xai é£ovala, as in Jude 25; though 
of itself xparor as ressing the dominion 
supreme, ‘principatum, imperandi potestatem’ 
(as Est. expresses it), ‘of the Lord supreme of 
heaven and earth,’ amply suffices. 


2 PETER. 


I. 1. I cannot find any certain authority for 
the suv after cwripos, ed. by Beza and the 
Elz. editor; and the seeming authority for it is 
only e stlentio in copies collated with the Elz. 
ed. All the Lam. & Scr. copies. and, I believe, 
all the Mus. ones, are without the pron., which, 
in a case like this (comp. Tit. ii. 15, & my note 
both in my 9th edn and in the Append. to the 

resent work), ought not to have been inserted 
in the text, except on competent evidence. 

- For dia d0fns xai dperns, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. ed. idla do€y xal aperh, fr. AB 13, 15, 25, 
363, 68 (not 69, teste Ser.), 73, 80, 137, 163, et 
alii multi, save Scholz, but where are they? 
I can only adduce Lam. 1182, 84, ed. Colin, 
Vig., et al. And although the authority is 
ecarcely competent, yet its shortcoming is made 
up by internal evidence being rather in ts favour, 
since while the reading yields a highly suitable 
sense (see Calv.), it has at the same time no 
appearance of being a correcn. Render, ‘by His 
own glory and virtue,’ where, as Beng. observes, 
the former term refers to the natural attributes, 
the latter to the moral attributes of God. Of 
course, the dative here is dat. of instrument, b 
which any thing is effected, as at Acts iii. 12, 
Idla dvvaue kai eboeBeia, Jas. iii. 7, al. If it 
be asked how came a reading eo unsuitable to 
have crept in? I answer, not so much by error 
of scribes, though a palsographical principle 
might be urged, inasmuch as ldia & é:a are 
occasionally confounded by scribes, of which sce 
exx. in Steph. Thes. in v. léla, ed. Valpy, 
chiefly because idi¢ was a word little known to 
the scribes. Thus it has been oft stumbled at 
by the scribes or half-learned revisers on N. T. ; 
and, consequently, either omitted or altered to 
some word equiv. in sense. See Mk. xv. 20, 
Lk. vi. 41, xviii. 28, Acts i. 19, 25, Eph. iv. 28, 
v. 24, Col. iii. 18, 1 Thess. ii. 15, iv. 1]. Here 
it would seem that d:a@ having first originated in 
error of scribes, was afterwards caught up by 
shallow crit. revisers of the text, who, ignorant 
of the somewhat unusual dative of instrument, 
but well acquainted with the genit. used with 
ca yielding the same cense, accordingly wrote 
cea dof us cal dperijs as a plainer reading. 

o: Mor ra péy. ru. wal vrip., Al. & Tis. 3 ed. 
Tu mey. kui viu., fr. AB & a few curss. [add Lam. 


€ 


1182, 84]; while Ln. retains t. rec., as did Tis. 
in his 2nd edn, and which he had better have con- 
tinued to do, since the numerous variations in 
order found in the MSS. attest the confusion into 
which the text had got in the middle ages; in- 
somuch that we are scarcely in a position to 
pronounce what was the original order of the 
words. Tis. was quite as wrong in editing at 
v. 9, duaprnuatep, fr. AK and 20 curss. (oy ?) 
(to which I can only add Lam. 1184), and there 
is no sufficient authority to warrant a chunge. 
Indeed, one may suspect that auaprypatey 
was a mere correcn of fastidious critics, to intro- 
duce a more definite and, as they thought, more 
suitable term, having in mind such passages as 
Rom. iii. 25, té» xrpoysyovorey aduapr., com- 
pared with iii. 28 & iv. 12. But it is possible 
that St. Peter may have used duaprns. as w 
as St. Mark, to whose style that of St. Peter 
bears some affinity ; on which I might refer the 
reader to Tittm. de Syn. p. , but to in- 
stitute over-nice distinctions in writers like 
te Mk. & St. Peter is any thing but well 
u ° 

: 10. For sas, Ln., Tis., & Al. read duae, fr. 
ABO and 40 cures., to which I can add nearly 
ali the Lam., all the Scr. copies exc. 2 or 3, and 
almost all the Mus. copies; and internal evi- 
dence, though almost balanced (see note supr. 
ii. 21), is rather in its favour, Hence I would 
now adopt it. I would aleo more i 
adopt the futures: xarapticat, ornpig-es, ofe- 
voor, & Oeuedcwoe:, and would bracket the 
vuas after xarupTicgs. 

12. For ovx aueAjow, Ln., Tis, & Al. read 
nsAdjow, fr. ABC 25, 27, 29, 126, Vig., Cop., 
Sah., & Arm. veres., & Gicum. On further 
repeated consideration of the much-vexed ques- 
tion of reading, I now see that internal evidence, 
if weighed in a just balance, is, notwithstanding 
what has been strenuously maintained the other 
way, against t. rec. Its high suitability to the 
context will indeed not prove its genuinenem, 
for critical corrections in general, unless they 
come from those utterly incapable, may be 
expected to be and are contrived to be such : and 
as to which hartge d has most the character of 
eager that, I apprehend, rests on psdA- 

jaw. The other two readings, ova dmsA yeu 
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& ov neAAtoe, are both false corrections, the 
latter manifestly such, being mere conjectures of 
critics ignorant of the sense, sometimes inherent 
in the fut. weAAnow, by an idiom of provincial 
(Syriac) Greek. As to the former reading, ov« 
@uteXrow, it prob. arose fr. the scholia or Greek 
commentators, and is exactly what a pure Greek 
class, writer would have written. Thus usi- 
Axjow alone has the true character of genuineness, 
as is proved by its high antiquity, which ie 
attested by ABC, & confirmed by the Grk Lexi- 
cographers, Suid., Hesych., Photius, & Zonaras, 
of whom the two latter were ecclesiastics, one an 
archbishop, the other a high dignitary of the 
Christian Church; so that when Photius drew 
this gloss from Suid. & Hesych., as they had 
done from the Gloss# Sacra, he had prob. an 
opportunity of testing its exactness fr. the 
Glssa , then doubtless in existence ; and 
hence he took the complete gloss containing the 
two words, erovddos, ppovriat, ‘I will strive,” 
‘will make it my care,’ which yields the full 
sense intended by St. Peter, in which he con- 
nected in his mind what he meané here with 
what he has distinctly satd at v. 10 (for v, 11 
is =ajaii ah ealt G 610 owovédcats, q. d. 
‘ Wherefore the rather strive ye to do your dili- 
gence to make, &c., as J on my part shall strive, 
shall make it my earnest care.’ It is worthy 
of remark that Photius alone has presented the 
true reading and the complete gioss; whereas 
Hesych. & Zonaras give it only in ite cropped 
form. Suidas, indeed, presents the gloss in a 
complete sense, but the sng ina corrupt one, 
received, however, in preference by Zonaras, and 
wrongly adopted by Hes ch. Had the late very 
learned Dean Gaisford been aware of the true 
origin of the gloss, and had not his judgment 
been hoodwinked by Heinsius, he would have 
placed this in his list of the Gloss Scripturaria, 
which he so diligently formed. A). has rightly 
edited the reading here, but not rightly rendered 
it, J nie be sure.” ie original idea of néAXw 
may, a8 he avers, include or intention ; 
but that is only in its plastioal ‘se; in the pure 
Greek idiom, from Homer downward ; whereas 
the use of zeAAHow hore is evidently provincial, 
Syrian, & Palestinian Greek. As to the ob- 
jectivity which Al. says is inseparably inherent 
in the term as used of what is not only about to 
happen (i.e. in the womb of time), but is sure to 
happen, that would well apply to Matt. xxiv. 6, 
the only other passage where the form occurs in 
the N. T., but not here. I cannot see any 
ound on which to adopt dei buas, with Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. BCGK and several curas., since 
it seems a mere correcn for polish. 

17. Tis. 3 & Al. read o vids pou 6 dyannros 
pou ovtos éort, fr. B alone, and solely founded 
on a reason resting on internal evidence, ob- 
securely intimated by Tis. in the words “at ita 
locis parall. omnibus quorum nullo odt. éor. 
postponitur neque Grecus ullus testis wou re- 
petit.” It is, indeed, not improbable that Peter 
so wrote, but the evidence of B, when quite 
alone, is, as Reiche elsewh. observes, always of a 
very doubtful character. Yet this is one of 
those cases which may form an exception, espy 
in consideration of the strong internal evidence 
for the reading, which in its intensity of sense is 
highly suitable to the fervid temperament of the 
Apostle. On which account, and in deference 
to the united judgment of Tis. & Al., I would 
now adopt the reading. What applies to the 
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present partly applies aleo, mutatis mutandis, to 
the reading dyiw dpa, adopted by Tis. 3 & Al. 
(though not Ln.), fr. BC! 13, Theoph., with this 
difference, that internal evidence is equally 
balanced, and hence paramount external testi- 
mony forbids any change. 

21. I am now disposed to adopt, with Tis. & 
Al., wpog@nrala wori, fr. BCK and not a few 
curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84], confirmed by internal 
evidence, which is in ite favour. The case is 
quite of a different kind as to the reading at the 
end of the verse, d4d Gao avOpewror, adopted 
by Tis. & Al., fr. only B 66%, 68, 69, to which I 
can only add Lam. 1182. But it is xot in 69 
(the Leic. MS.), teste Sor. As to the authorit 
of 66%, it is but slender, so that the Cod. B 
stands almost alone, being pepose’ to all the 
copies exc. 2 or 3, and to all the veres. of any 
weight, and it is quite discountenanced by inter- 
nal evidence, ve af this differs rag from the 
case supr, v. 1/7, and consequently the readin 
cannot but be, as Ln. clearly saw, vejaoted. 
Indeed, St. Peter was very unlikely to use a 
form of expression no where occurring in N. T. 
nor the Sept. And: here I must observe that 
Tis. (inconsiderately followed by A).) is highly 
censurable for expunging the very forcible, as 
well as highly suitable expression, &y:or Ysou 
avOpwmrot, on which I[ have fully treated in note 
on | Tim. vi. 11, evincing its full applicability 
to the inapired teachers of the N. T. as well as 
to O. T. prophets. 


IL 2. For dweAsiass, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
aceXyeiace, fr. ABCGK and all the curss. of 
any Neg fg excl, of Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 85, 96, 
all the Scr. and the most ancient Mus. copies, 
with nearly all the ‘verss., and confirmed by 
internal ovidence, inasmuch as the word was 
very likely to be stumbled at by shallow and | 
ill-informed critics, as containing a sense which 
they did not understand, and denoting, as appears 
from the context, not dtssolute practices, but un- 
restrained and headlong mudes of handling the 
doctrines of the Gospel, so as to occasion the 
plain and simple truths of the pure Gospel, 
without any over colouring or exaggeration, to 
be rejected as not sufficiently imaginative and 
exciting. This view of the true sense is con- 
firmed by a parall. passage of Jude, v. 4 (evi- 
dently formed on the present), ti» Tov Oeov 

Gow petatiGivres ele doédyesav, though 
there it may have a conjoint reference, nay, 
ee. en prominence, to antinomian tenets. 

ow aoédy. came to be susceptible of either of 
the above senses will appear from my Lex. N.T. 
in v. 

4. For cstpais, Ln. & Al. edit, fr. ABC 
(alone) ce:pots, which Tis. rejects, retaining 
setpate, rightly, since it has every appearance 
of being a correcn of fastidious critics to get rid 
of a bold (¢o0 bold for prose) expression, which 
they could not digest, and therefore hazarded 
this ingenious conjecture; which, were it ad- 
missible, would be best confirmed by Pollux ix. 
49, pépn 6& woAewv Katayeto olxjoes, Kal 
cecpoi. However, the ceipats must be re- 
tained, espy since it is strongly confirmed and 
illustrated by a passage of Wisd. xvii. 18 (prob. 

resent to the mind of St. Peter), where he says 
of the wicked that dAvca: oxorous é6:Oncav, 
meaning in either passage that the persons were 
delivered to chains of darkness, i.e. places where 
utter darkness holds them, as it were, enchaincd ; 
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a very strong figure, but of which I find another 
example in Hdot. v. 77, where, in an Athenian 
inscription in the Acropolis, it is said of captives 
held in fetters, that deoum iy dxAvodoevre 
otdnpiw icBecav KBpw, where, by a similar 
tampering of critics, ancient and modern, & xvuv- 
Oévr. or dxyAvo8evr:, which has been proposed 
to be read, has been rightly rejected by Baéhr, 
who confirms dxAucdevts (darksome) fr. Apoll. 
Rhod. iv. 927 

11. The words wapa Kupiw are cancd by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., fr. A and 9 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
85], Vig., Syr., Cop., Arm., Ar., Erp., Eph., 
Did. : and internal evidence being rather against 
them, I would bracket the words. 

12. For guowxd yeyernuéva, Ln., Tis., & 
Al. read yeyeovnpéva puotxa, fr. ABC and 
about 20 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 84), Ephr. Syr., 
& Theophyl. I approve of the change of posi- 
tion in @ue. taken for adverb g@uo:xws, found 
in one or two MSS.; but I cannot the 
change in one or two MSS. as called for by ex- 
ternal nor favoured by internal evidence, since 
yeyevnu. yields the very sense required by the 
context, namely, brought into being, equiv. to be 
born, which is found in Heb. xi. 12, where for 
want of seeing this the ordinary revisers wrote 
éyevv48.; but éyevnd. has been adopted by Al. ; 
while Tis. has retained éyev18. e my note 
in loc. Teyevnm. is in almost all the Lam. & 
Scr., and the best Mus. copies. I would now, 
without hesitation, edit xai p@ap., fr. ABC & 
4 curss., with several ancient MSS. of the Vlz., 
as also the later Syr., Aeth., & Arm. veras., & 
Eph. Syr., confirmed also by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the xara prob. arose from critics 
unaware of the sense of «ai, even. I cannot 
adopt Alford’s interpretation of the clause, ndo- 
viv nyovm. tiv iv yuepa tpuphy, ‘imagining 
a pleasure, delicate living for a day,’ since it 
seems too exactly to suit what he ascribes to the 
ordinary vers., ‘‘a very lame and frigid sense :” 
and it would, at any rate, require id’ yuépa, 
equiv. to xu@’ suépay. The sense exp in 
our common vers., and adopted by most exposi- 
tors until recently, is, I doubt not, however 
forced and frigid it may be thought by those who 
do not consider ancient manners and customs, 
the only true one; for gross sensual gratification 
by bee as well as drunkenness, indulged in 
by broad daylight, was always regarded as a 
mark of utter sottishness. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 
7, 8; of peOvoxdpevor vuxros peOvovary, with the 

assage of Polyb., cited by Wetst., Hore Kal 
lesen ueO yutpay peQvovra Karapava yevi- 
ota:, & Horat. Sat. i. 45. I add Bato ap. 
Athen., p. 279, b, woruvs éwWivods wives, & 
Critias ap. Athen. 6, duvarovs’ ovx tor’ amo- 
vTaxtos | iuépa olvwcat om’, x.r.d. Thelatter 
emendation is confirmed by Codd. V, L, & partly 
B, P, the former by P, V, L,—véy, an error of 
scribe for -ov. St. Peter had very prob. in 
mind the passage of 1 Thess., and also Rom. 
xiii. 13, ws év nudva, eboynm. Wepiwatijow- 
ev, ph) Kkw@pate (what Homie expresses by 
“‘ebrius ante noctem /facibus") xai néVars, pty 
wxolrats, with wh. compare Demosth. de Cor. 
§ wu. 1) uirnpe cou Tots meOnpepevois yapors ev 
+n kKucia (couch, sofa) ypwpéevn. 

_ 14. dxatawaorous, adopted by Ln., fr. AB, 
is a mere blunder of scribes, since I cannot find 
the least vestige of such a word. I still retain 
yon tee adopted by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr 
ABCGK and 40 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 83, 84 
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96, Scr. g, h, k, 1, n, o, & all the Mus. copies], 
Ephr. Syr., Theoph., GEcum., & ed. Compl.; 
and it is confirmed by internal evidence, as being 
the more difficult reading, and consequently the 
least likely to be corrected, though one quite 
exact in phraseology, since this construcn of the 
gout with participles, and adjectives derived 
rom verbs, ie found both in the best class. 
writers, and in the N. T., e. g. Joh. vi. 45, 
écdaxroil Beov: 1 Cor. ii. 13, év dcdaxrots Tvev- 
patos Noyors. 

17. For vepéAar, Ln., Tis., & Al. read xai 
éulyAat, fr. ABC and 23 curss. | add Lam. 1184 
Mus.-Cov. 2, omd by Mill], with the Vig., 
he i Sah., Eth., Ar., & later Syr. veres., also 
Ephr. Syr. & Gicum.; and as it is quite con- 
firmed by internal evidence, I would now adopt 
it. The words els alwva are cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ACG &, Tis. says, “‘ certainly many 
others,” but where those are I know not: Tis. 
& Al. evidently suppose the words interpolated 
fr. 1 Pet. i. 23, but a very ungrounded notion, 
as will appear from my note there & v. 25. 

18. Tis. has nowabandoned daeAyeias, which 


he had in 2d edn received ; but, as I have shown 


at large, without reason, it being evidently a 
mere crit. alteration to ease the awkwardness of 
construcn involved in the use of the plural, 
never occurring in the class. writers, and in the 
Grk Test. only in St. Peter, though found in 
2 Macc. ii. 26, from which St. Peter may have 
derived it. For évrws, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
édiyes, fr. AB and 7-curss., with Vig., Cop., 
Sah., & the Syr. verss.; while a few ancient 
curss. [add Lam. 1182] have édA\ivyor. I am 
still of opinion, and 1 cannot doubt, that the 
only true and original reading is dAiyw, which 
ra easily be confounded with either dX iyvoe 
or dA/you, only that the latter was likely to be 
a gloss or plainer reading. The sense is, ‘ by a 
little, within a little, equiv. to hardly and with 
difficulty. Both édAfyw & dAéyou occur in 
Thucyd. 

22. For xéAcona, Tis. & Al. edit «cuXcopdr, 
fr. BC! 29, 66, 69 [add Lam. 1182, Mus.-Cov. 
4}; while Lu. retains «dAcoua, rightly, for 
there is no reason to think that St. Peter used 
the word, since it occurs only in a very Jate 
Greek and obscure writer on horese-doctoring, 
p. 204, though the horse-doctor himself uses 
xudiona at p. 210, 8. In short, there is little 
doubt that in those 4 copies it arose fr. error of 
scribes, who oft confound ov & a, of which see 
exx. in Greg. de Dial. ed. Sch., p. 743 & 771. 


IIT. 2. On a further and more mature con- 
sideration of the point of reading, as concerns 
the pronoun after awoordAwy, I am induced to 
think that internal evidence, weighed aright, is 
in favour of vuwy, as being the more difficult 
reading, presenting indeed a sense we should 
little expect, yet involving, as Al. shows. a lem 
violent inversion: and, what is more, resting on 
authority of the weightiest kind, nearly all the 
uncials and 50 curss., excl. of all the and 
all the Scr. exc. k, and several of the most an- 
cient of the Mus. copies, with the Vig. & Arm. 
verss., and Theophyl., as also the edd. Compl. & 
Colin. As to that backing up of npc», fr. | Jude 
17, urd twy arosTé\wy Tou Kupiow ones 
"Ino. Xp., I cannot but assent to what AL 
affirms, that “from the constant independence. 
even in very similar sentences, of the two Epis- 
tles, the place which the pronoun occupies in 
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St. Jude is no guide here, nor does it furnish 
any — why the same words should be con- 
joined.” 

3. For iw’ écyarov, Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
ix’ ioxatwy, fr. ABC? and about 10 curss. 
{add Lam. 1182, 85, Ser. bh, k, 1, Mus. 11836 & 
17469}, with the Vlg., Cop., & Sah. verss., and 
several fathers, confirmed by internal evidence, 
since it should seem that the expression é7’ 
icyarowov tev nu. is peculiar to 2 Pet., and 
stands in contrast to éw’ icyarov Twy nu., 
found in Heb. i. 2, & éx’ icyatouv Tay xpo- 
vey, 1 Pet. i. 20, where see my notes. As to 
iw’ écyarou seeming confirmed by Jude, v. 18, 
see my note supr. v. 2, As respects i’ pag P 
povyj, added after éuwarxrai in ABC and 12 
curss., with some versa. & fathers, as Chrys. & 
Cyril, and which have been adopted by Griesb., 
Schol., Ln., & Tis..—external authority is, in- 
deed, such as is scarcely sufficient to warrant 
their being brought in; yet in aid of this comes 
internal evidence, which is somewhat in favour 
of the insertion, considering that the words 
could not have proceeded from the Catenists, or 
the scholiasts, since there is no vestige of them 
there, and they poel Uae been more likely to 
be omitted than inse 

7. I still retain, with Tis. & Al., ra abrov 
Adyw, rejecting rw abrw Adye, ed. by Ln., fr. 
only A and a few curss., not including any Lam., 
Scr., or Mus. copies, and unsupported by inter- 
nal evidence. It was prob. suggested by the 
Vig. vers. 

§ I would now insert 6 before Kumos, fr. 
AB and 6 curss. [add Scr. m, & Mus.-Cov. 2], 
and read juas for nuas, fr. ABC and about 10 
curss. {add Lam. 1182! & 1184). 

10. I would now bracket 4 before sju., which 
Ln., Tis., & Al. cancel, fr. B and 2 curss. (add 
Ser. k, 1, Cant. 2]: and internal evidence is 
against it. Considering that Peter here brings 
in what St. Paul says at ] Thess. v. 2, & 2 Thess. 
ij. 2, where the art. is not used, the reading here 
may well follow the reading there. As to the 
éy vuxri cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB and 
about I1 cures. (add Scr. k}, with the later Syr., 
Theoph., & Ccum., it is not confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence, inasmuch as the words were more 
likely to be tuserted from 1 Thess. v. 2, than 
expunged. 

fi. or ovv, Tis. & Al. ed. otrws, fr. BC 
and 10 curas, [add Lam. 1182], with Arm., Sah., 
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& later Syr. veres.; while Ln. retains od», 
rightly, since internal evidence is against the 
other reading. inasmuch as ojy is almost indis- 
pensable to the argumentation in the context, to 
which otrws is unsuitable. Ot» seems to have 
been first lost by carelessness of scribes (who 
perpetual omit the particle), and thus ows to 

ave been brought in to point the inference, prob. 
suggested by supr. v. 4, oftrws diapéver: though 
other critics supplied dé or yao, and the other 
var. lectt. show plain marks of tampering. 
The construcn, indeed, is such as was likely to 
be stumbled at. One should have expected first 
@ question (and indeed Gr. & Sch. point etoe- 
Beiace;), and then an answer to it. As it is, 
the question and answer are merged into one 
sentence. The plur. form in edorB. is of the 
most extreme rarity ; so that I can find no other 
example than one in Jos. Ant. xviii. 5, 3, diya 
twv Kpos Td Oetov sbceBriwy, acts of piety to 
the Deity. 

15. For avrw éo8eic., Ln., Tis., & Al. read 
800. avrw, fr. ABC and 6 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 83, 85, Scr. 0, Mus. 11836, Cov. 2, omd 
by Mill], Vlg., Cop., Sah., Syr. verss., Nilus 
& Phot. 


16. rais after wdoais is cancd by Ln., Tis., 
& Al., fr. ABC 5, 180, & 14 lect.; and internal 
evidence is against it, from its being more likel 
to have been inserted as being thought essential, 
which it scarcely is (see Al.), than expunged for 
no particular reason. Just after, for ofs, Ln. 
edits als, fr. AB and 16 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
85, Scr. g], and Theoph.; while Tis. & Al. 
retain ofe, rightly, since internal evidence con- 
firms very strong external in its favour, the 
other reading having arisen from a misunder- 
standing of its reference, on which we are not 
warranted in speaking positively. One thing is 
clear, that the interpretation ‘in which things,’ 
sulyects, is a mere device for the nonce to avoid 
an acknowledged difficulty, which I now think 
is not satisfactorily pe by the method pro- 
posed by Dr. Peile. I am inclined to adopt that 
of Dr. Al., but I pause at the term employed, 
‘sayings of his.” Could it be interpreted to mean 

tions == pronouncements, teachings, like the 

t. dictum or dicta (as in Virg. /En. x. 368, 
“‘ dictis virtutem accendit,” & ili. 379, ‘‘ pauca 
tibi expediam dictis"), I should be disposed to 
adopt it. 
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I. 4. I still continue to retain the dmcy, fr. 
ACK and not a few curss. {add Lam. 1184], 
since interna) evidence confirms competent ex- 
ternal evidence in its favour. 

5. For atrn éieriv, Tis. reads icriv ab- 
vn, fr. BCGK &, he says, upwards of 53 
curses. Das Lam. 1]82, 84, & 4 Mas. copies], 
later Syr. vers., Theoph., Gécum.; while Ln. 
retains t. rec., rightly, internal evidence con- 
firming competent external, since it is quite 
in the Apostle’s manner, whereas the other 
seems & mere correcn to more class. position. 
I still retain dyysX. for t. rec. dwayy., fr. 


ABGK [add Lam. 1182, 84, Scr. f, g, h, j, k, ], 
n, Mus. 5116, 11836, 17469, Cov. 3, & ed. age 
7. Xptorov is cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. B 
29, 69, & some verss. {add Lam. 1182]: and in- 
ternal evidence being rather against the word, 

I would now bracket it. 

8. For ovx tor tv duty, Ln. & Tis. read éy 
qu. ovK gory, fr. ACK 5, 31, 69, 137 [add Lam. 
1182, Mus.-Cov. 3, 4) : but it is prob. a correcn 
to more polished order. The same applies to 
tor. iNacuds at ii. 2, ed. by Ln., fr. AB 68, 
80, and also to the Sr: at v. 4, prefixed to 
éyveoxa by Tis. 3, fr..AB and 15 curss. [add 
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Lam. 1184], Clem., & Theoph. Internal evi- 
dence, too, is quite in its favour, since this use 
of Sr: recitativum is not unfrequent in St. 
John’s Gospel & Epistles. See Gosp. iv. 39, 
42, 53, vi. 42, vii. 31, ix. 9, x. 34, 36, xiii. 33, 
xviii. 6, Eph. iv. 20, édy vee sin Ort ayanw, 
which last passage is much akin to the present. 


II. 7. For déeA pol, Scholz, Ln., & Tis read 
ayaryroi, fr. ABC and 20 curss. [add Lam. 
1182, 1185], Syr., Vig., Cop., Sah., & Arm. 
verss., with Theoph. & Did.; and internal evi- 
dence seems in its favour, this mode of address 
being, as Est. remarks, more suitable to St. 
John’s loving disposition. The same variation 
of reading is found at Phil. ii. 12, the only pas- 
eage of the Pauline Epistles where the voc. form 
in address occurs, in A and several curss., some 
of them lectionaries; which may well account 
for the substitution ; and it can hardly be 
doubted, that the same cause produced the same 
effect kere, since internal evidence is quite in 
favour of dyam., which is a Johannean expres- 
sion oft occurring in St. John’s Epistles, is 
mostly used in direct address, and, as here, 
placed first in the sentence. The same occurs 
at 1 Pet. ii. 11, where see note, iv. 12, & Jude 
3, but not elsewhere. The words am’ apyns 
are cancd by Griesb., Ln., & Tis., fr. ABC and 10 
curss. {add Lam. 1185, Scr. j), and Theoph. It 
may have been, as Tis. thinks, interpolated fr. 
v. 24; but it was far more likely to have been 
expunged by critics to remove a tautology with 
the first clause. The expression aw’ dpy#e has 
been occasionally in some connexions stumbled 
at by critics, and another substituted for it. See 
note on 2 Thess, ii. 23. Here they were likely 
to exclude it, not only because it occurs in the 
same sentence, but recurs within a few verses. 

13. For yeade, Ln. & Tis. edit iypawa, fr. 
ABCG and 30 curss. [add Lam. ] 182, Scr. j, 0, 
Mus. 11836], Syr., Cop., Seh., A&th., & Ar. 
verss., with Orig., Theoph., & Phot., confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as the critics 
would seem to have stumbled at the peculiar 
tournure of the sentence, the difficulty of which 
they thought would be lessened by the use of the 
same person of another tense of the verb here ; 
but without reason. There is a repetition tn 
inverse order of the two terms, and in that repe- 
tition éypawa is substituted. First the Apostle 
says, ‘I write to tell you this,’ and he then sub- 
joins, ‘I have written [what I have) that ye may 

now that,’ &c. 

18. o before ’Avriyp. is cancd by Ln. & Tis., 
fr. BC and 3 curss., with Orig. & Epiphan.,— 
very slender paar f and not compensated by 
internal evidence. Hence there is no warrant 
for any change of reading. We are not, Ia 
prehend, in a ph to say whether the 
Apostle was likely to use the art. with ’Avvi- 

ptoros, or dispense with it; but the former is 
the more probable : and when we take that into 
consideration in conjunction with the fact that 
the art. is used at v. 22, & iv. 3, & 2 Joh. 7, 
though not quite equiv. to the 6 dvQp. rizs 
duapriac, 2 Thess. il. 4, we cannot but feel less 
inclined to disturb t. ree. here. 

, 19. Tis. was not justified in editing é& rjudp 
noay, fr. BC 69, 137 [to which I can only add 
Lam. 1182], not confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the commonly received order is 
more in the simple manner of the sacred writer. 

- I still continue to retain the clause 6 
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épotoyav—sye:, admitted by all the editors, 
from Matth. downwards, exc. In., who in 20 
doing not only stands alone, but acts against ‘his 
own plan of forming a text. Surely the clause is 
on various grounds entitled to be retained, Jaren 
as it does, on such strong authority as AB 
and above 30 curss., excl. of Lam. 1582, 83%, & 
a few Mus. copies (of which I have lost the 
reference), confirmed, moreover, by internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as the words are required by the 
full sense; wh., in so important a matter, St. John 
was not likely to leave imperfect, and to be sup- 
lied mentally; but to express, and not Jeave to 
implied, the contrary truth. 

24. ovv after tjueis is cancd by Griesb., Ln., 
& Tis., fr, ABC and 10 curss. [add Scr. 1182], 
with Vig., Arm., & later Syr. verss., & Cyr.; 
but internal evidence does not suffice to confirm 
somewhat strong external, since the particle was 
doubtless excluded by critics unaware of its 
force, which is here somewhat peculiar. It has 
little if any tllattve force (and yet asyndeton 
would be quite out of place), but is almost 
entirely resumptive, with reference to supr. v. 7. 
See Winer, Gr. Gr. § 57, & my Lex. N. T., 
where many exx. are adguced of this idiom, 
though in none of them is the intervening por- 
tion so large as here; the harshness of which is, 
however, much lessened by the recurrence of 
the very same words as are used there. Accord- 
ingly, the best mode of rendering will be : ‘ Let 
then, I say, that remain with you which ye 
heard from the beginning.’ 

28. Although the external evidence for idy is 
very ancient, namely, ABC and 6 curss. [add 
Lam. 1182], yet Ln. was not justified in adopt- 
ing it, since the sense which it yields is wholly 
unsuitable: and it only arose from error of 
scribes,—who having in their copies Sv’ dy», let 
slip the S67’, and then av would easily pass into 
gay, as it oft has elsewhere. 


TI. 1. After «An@ouev, Ln. adds cai éoniv, 
fr. ABC and 20 cures. [add Lam. 1182, Mus. 
Hoe ; but the two words were evidently intro- 
duced as thought necessary (but erroneously) 
from the next verse. The state of the MS. evi- 
dence in other respects evinces an ancient tam- 
pering with the text, springing, as it has done 
In every age, from ignorance, or half-knowledge, 
united with rashness. The words were meant, it 
seems, to supply what was really not wanted, 
since the use of xaXetoOac for elvac is so fre- 
quent in the N. T., that the critics could hardly 
have been ignorant of it. 

2. 82 after ofd. is cancd by Scholz, Ln., & Tis, 
fr. ABC and 2 curss., with the Vig., Sah., Arm., 
& lat. Syr. verss., Orig. 2, & Did. The evidence 
for its shecice is very ancient, and that of verss. 
is, when attesting the abeence of words seeem- 
ingly necessary, very strong insomuch that 
although the particle would, from the couree of 
the ratiocination, seem all but indispensable 
(and Orig. himself once tnserts it), yet, consider- 
ing the rd dovwderoy as a peculiar characteristic 
ef St. John, ene may be doubtfal whether he 
did not wse it. 

14, The words rév désd d. are cancd by Griesb., 
Ln, & Tis., fr. AB 27—29, Vig., Arm., Seb. 
veres., Did.; and internal evidence comper- 
sating for scanty external, 1 wd now dowéle 
bracket them. 

16. For +:8évar, Scholz, Ln., & Tis. read @si- 
vat, fr. ABC and a few ancient curss. It is, pred.. 
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the true reading; but it may be a mere correca 
to match with ¢0nxa» above. 

18. pov after rsxvia is cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., 
& Tis., fr. ABC and 12 curss, (add Lam. 1182}: 
but I cannot consent to part with a word so cha- 
racteristic of the warm-hearted Apostle, and so 
suitable to the present affectionate address, in 
various respects similar to that of St. Paul, Gal. 
iv. 19, and also occurring sapr. ii. 1]. I have 
already inserted +7 before yAwoon, fr. ABCGK, 
to which I can add Lam. 1182, 83, 84, 96, Scr. 
f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, n, 0, and all the most ancient 
Mus. copies, confirmed by internal evidence in 
its greater suitability, if at least properly under- 
stood. See my note on | Cor. xiv. 18. I have 
already received gv before Epye, on the autho- 
rity of ABCG and very many curss., excl. of 
Lam, 1182, 83, 96, Scr. g, b, k, 1, m, 0, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, weighed aright, 
since the removal of i» was to match with its ab- 
sence at Aoyw, and in most copies at yAwoon ; 
bi the év was, I doubt not, inserted at épyw, as 
eing called for by the dAw@., subjoined to 
Epyw, and meant to be blended with it; and 
that needed the év, for of aA10ela without the 
év no instance occurs in N. T. 

19. Tis. has rightly retained «al, cancd b 
Ln., fr. AB and 6 cures. [add Lam. 1184), wit 
Vig., Cop., & lat. Syr. versa, & Clem.; but 
on wrong grounds, since the particle was ex- 
punged from not understanding the true con- 
nexion and ratiocination of the passage, where 
the Apostle, in addressing an earnest and most 
affectionate exhortation to mutual love, similar 
to Paul’s at Rom. xii. 19, furnishes a sort of 
test (comp. iv. 2) of the reality of the love pro- 
Jessed, by the application of which we may know 
whether it be genuine and unfeigned, real and 
producing fruits and effects; accordingly, the 
connexion is of the closest kind, and the punc- 
tuation should be as it is pointed by Gratz after 
the Vlg. vers. And thus the «ai is indispensa- 
ble to introduce this text, and the words may 
best be rendered: ‘yea, by this (equiv. to éx 
rovroy read in Lam. 1182), by the that we 
do render this love, do we know,’ equiv. to 
‘shall we, may we know, or yvwoopue8a, as Ln. 
reads, fr. ABC and 16 curss. [add Lam. 1182, 
Scr. j, Mus. 5116, & Cov. 3, omd by Mill), with 
Cop., Sah., Arm. verss., but it should seem mani- 
eta a gloes or plainer reading, prob. derived fr. 
scholia, just like wefowuew found in many curses. 
[add Lam. 1182, Scr. h], equiv. to ‘may we 
assure.” 

22. For wap’, Ln. & Tis. read dm’, fr. ABC 
and abont 12 curss. {add Lam. 1182, Mus. 
16184],—-an ancient reading, but nevertheless, I 
apprehend, a mere correcn to plainer term, sach 
as oft occurs elsewh. See Matt. xx. 20, Mk. 
xiv. 43, Lk. xii. 48, Acts xxvi. 22, infr. v. 15, 
where see note. This force of wapad with 
genit.,‘at the hands of,’ is freq. in N. T., and 
as vodins a stronger sense than dw, ought not 
to have been, as it oft has been, either altered 
or excluded. 

23. wtorsveusy, ed. by Lu., fr. BGK and 
about 20 cures. [with Lam. 1182, 84, Ser. f, 1], 
is worthy of attention as a very ancient, and 
perhaps genuine reading; though not of adop- 
ton. 


IV. 3. The words Xprorév iv capxi éXnr. 
are cancd by La. & Tis., fr. AB 27, 29, 69, Vig., 
Cop., Syr., & Arm. verss., with Cyr., Theod.. 
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Theoph., & CEcam. And though the evidence 
for their abeence be slender, it is very ancient, 
and compensated by internal evidence; and 
hence I wd bracket the words. 

19. ob» after dyawauev is inserted by La., 
fr. A and several cures. (add Scr. g, h, m], it 
being prob. derived fr. Vig. & other verss. But 
the authority is too slender to warrant its ad- 
mission, unless, indeed, we should suppose, what 
Est. strenuously, but not successfully, maintains, 
that dyaxwuey is in the subjunct. But that 
would requiré viv, now then let us love God, 
becanse He was the first to love us. At an 
rate, I cannot consent to part with avrdy, whic 
Ln. & Tis. have cancd, fr. AB and several curss. ; 
which is indispensable to the context. It is 

uite plain that the ancient critica stumbled at 

e wording of the passage from not compre- 
hending how the éadsc, could be #0 handled as 
to yield a suitable sense, though the use of the 
indic. is more in St. John’s manner than the 
subjanct.; and hence, acquiescing in the sud- 
junct., they hel out the sense by various 
alterations, which should have taught the mo- 
dern editors to leave t. rec. untouched, by not 
doing which Ln. & Tis. present texts manifestly 
imperfect by excluding any accus. after dya., 
though it is indispensable. See Est. & Calv., 
who, after remarking that the indic. yields a 
sense far more suitable, adds: ‘“ Repetit enim 
Apostolus superiorem sententiam, quia nos 
tuito amore antevertit, reddere nos illi debitaa 
vices, ut mox subsumat, ipsum in hominibus esse 
diligendum, vel testandum erga homines, quem 
illi amorem deferimus.” 

20. The reading ov for wae in B 27, 29, 663, 
69, Sah. & later Syr. verss., adopted by Ln., is 
one by which a most energetic e is abso- 
lutely dis-spirited, and deprived of all that con- 
stitutes vigour and tersenees of expression. 


V. 2. For rypeuev, Ln. & Tis. read worw- 
wey, fr. B & 14 curss. (add Lam. 1182, 85, Ser. 
a with Vig., Syr., Cop., Sah., Aith., & Arm., 

heoph., and some [at. fathers: and woraiy is 
so used supr. ii. 29, iii. 7, but rnpsty is a atill 
more frequent Johannean expression both in his 
Gospel and in his Epistles; and it has eleewh. 
been occasionally altered to a ; term. 
Here, however, the alteration was made to re- 
move a tautology. 

6. I am now disposed to single-bracket o be- 
fore yptords. Why I cannot bring myself to 
double- bracket it, will appear from my note on 
Rom. iii. 29. 

9. For Rv, Ln. & Tis. read Sr:, fr. AB and 
6 curss. (to which I can make no addition), with 
the Vig., Cop., Sah., & Arm. verss., and Cyr. 
bis. The reading is ancient and worthy of 
attention, but not of adoption. 

10. The words vois wior.—-rov Ozou are 
cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. AB and 7 curss.,— 
slender authority, but compensated by internal 
evidence, in consideration of which I am dis- 

to double-bracket the words. The same 

SS., exc. B, have, for wa mwiorstyre, ol 
awrvarevovres, which, however, bears on it the 
marks of crit. correcn. 

15. For id» otdaney, strict propriety would 
have required sl of8 See note on LK. vi. 34. 
And thus ide geet instead of obscurity, 
would have been imparted to the passage; for, 
as Buttm., Matth., Kihn., & Winer are agreed, 
sl, with the txdéo., implies that the condétion 
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being true, that which results from it is to be 


regarded as 
Tis. read dx’, fr. B and about 8 curss., to which 


real and certain. For wap’, Ln. & fr. AB 105, 


1 JOHN V. 15—2 JOHN 9. 


18. For davrdy, Tis. 3 (alone) edits avréy, 
ing ‘“‘tali nexu testes 
lures aur. pro avr. substituerunt.” He has 


I cannot add any thing; and I must reject the in his last edn made several other such changes, 
reading for the reasons stated in note supr. for no urgent reasons that I can discern. 


iii, 22. 


1. For xvpla, Ln. & Tis. edit Kupig, from 
little or no external authority; but Scr. adduces 
K. as existing in j and k, two very ancient and 
weighty curss.; and that Kupla occurs as a 

roper name, has been shown by Heuman & 
Li er. The only objection to this is, that the 
article at éxAexrg might be thought requisite, 
as at xupia elsewh. But that is not absolutely 
certain, as I have shown; and an instance of a 
similar brevity of expression (whether to be 
approved or not) occurs in | Pet. i. 1, and no 
where so defensible as in inscriptions of Epistles. 

5. Hitherto I have ed. the Elz. text, formed 
on Compl. & Beza, ypadpwy cot xatvyy ; and it 
is adopted also by Tis. 2&3. The text of Ln., 
xawhy ypadw cor, fr. A 5, 13, 31, 68 [add Lam. 
1184, 96, Mus. 5]16, 11836), was a mere capri- 
cious correcn to bring the adject. and subst. 
toreteer: 

. Ln. & Tis. edit 4 évroAy dori, fr. ABE 
5 & 35 [add Scr. m, Mus.-Cov. 4, omd by 
Mill]; a reading worthy of attention, but not of 
adoption. 

7. For elondOov, Tis. formerly edited if7\8., 
fr. B and many curss. {add Lam. 1185, Mua 
5116, Cov. 4, omd by Mill]; while Ln. has 
edited, and Tis. now adopts, é£7A6av, fr. A 
alone, it would seem; and the only confirmation 
is that B has the same reading at 3 John 7, but 
there A has it not. I ceria find seg Rares 
passage. the faintest vestige of any su ing 
as A0ay, and hence | suspect it to be no more 
than the very frequent use of the aor. | for 
aor. 2, esp. in certain verbs, and forming an 
-Alexandrian tdiom, by a provincialism peculiar 
to certain dialects. The form is almost confined 
to the uncials ACDEF. See Matt. x. 13, xxv. 

. It occurs not unfreq. in the Sept., in some 
uncials, & old curs. MSS. Indeed, the form 
éE4vAOare is found in Matt. xi. 9, in all 
the most ancient curss., and is adopted by Ln., 
Tis., & Al., aloo in Mk. xiv. 48, and likewise 
adopted, on the same groundas, in Lk. vii. 24 & 
26, xxii. 52, 2 Cor. vi. 17, though there too in 
the tmperat. However, I cannot find the least 
trace of the indic. in St. John's writings; and 
hence I suspect that in the two eae where it 
occurs, in one MS. only, it came fr. error of scribe. 
And it cannot be denied that the Cod. A abounds 
in errors of the most glaring kind; and even 
B is by no means so free from them as has been 
supposed. When I say that I cannot find any 
trace in St. John’s writings, I must acknowledge 
that in two I recognize a slight trace, 
namely, in Rev. xv. 6, where é&9A@av occurs, 
but only in ©. As to xviii. 4, éjA0are, found 
only in A (as here), is imper., and of course the 
-thing comes under the ssme ca ry as here and 
3 John 7, though Tis. has in all the four passages 


plerisque testibus in secundum 


2 JOHN. 


adopted the Alexn form. For aweXicewnes, 
sloyacapusOa, & dro dcBwuev, Ln. & Tis. read, 
fr. AB and 22 cures. [to which I can only add 
Lam. 1185, Scr. f, j, Mus. 11836], dwoAéonrs, 
ipydoacte, & dwoAaBnra; but not on sure 

ounds, internal evidence being rather against 

e change, which seems to have bead introduced 
by ancient critics, who perceived not the Apoe- 
tle’s intent,—which was, by employing the 

rs. a to intimate the consequences of their 

acksliding even unto apostasy, as a i 

with it a double loss of labour and sacrifices both 
to himself and to them, his desire being that both 
he and they might together receive a full reward. 
Some ancient verss. indeed, namely, the Vig., 
Syr., Cop., Sah., confirm the third pers. plur.; 
but that is no more than we might expect from 
translators who, like their readers generally, 
would expect the third pers., in order to match 
with the foregoing. 

9. For wapaBalvev, AB & 98 in marg. read 
wpoaywy, which seems to have been in the 
original of several of the most ancient copies of 
the Vlg.; and it has been adopted by the recent 
editors, for no better reason, I suspect, than that 
t. rec, has every appearance of being a mere 
correcn to easier sense. But wrpodye is capable 
of zo sense at all suitable. I suspect that the 
original was wapaye:, the prepositions wed & 
wapa, written by abbrevn, being sometimes con- 
founded. [aparyat is capable of a very suitable 
sense, namely, whosoever goes aside from, 
epee away, as we should say, gives the go-by bo, 

y not adhering to the instruction. That Jerome 
must have read wapdys is clear from his 
version, recedit, found aleo in the Ital. vers., and 
prob. the true reading of the Vig., for which 
precedt crept in. The idiom seems to point at 
re prociscialem ialism, or colloquialism. The words 
tov Xp., occurring the 2nd time, and caned by 
Ln. & Tis., fr. AB 13, 27, 29, 66%, 68 (to wh. I 
can add nothing), with Vig., Sah., & later Syr. 
verss., were evidently expunged in order to 
remove a tautology. As to the reading roe viéw 
kai tOv warépa, ed. by Tis., fr. only A 31, 6, 
and 5 ancient copies of the Vig., the authority 
is next to marking. and not helped out by in- 
ternal evidence, which is adverse. Consideri 
the character of at least three out of the four 
copies, I doubt not that the transposn arose from 
inadvertence of scribes. The same applies to 
the copies of the Vlg., since transpositions are ia 
all the more ancient copies of the Vig. very 
frequent. The same cause prob. occasioned the 
change in position of yap at v. 11, 6 Adyess yap, 
adopted by Ln., and too readily ratified by Tia 
3, thongh resting only on AB 5, 31; and yet his 
remark, “yao tertio loco positum fere ubique a 
loc. translatum,” 


2 JOHN 12—-3 JOHN—JUDE 4. 


considering the quarter from whenre it comes, 
of 


may make one pause, but not move in the wav 
alteration. i any pi cy a 
lata press Deni and 
. k, 1), diecountenanced by 
i ach as the word was 
prob. lost by imadverteace of scribes; and this 
the alteration in position of yap would tend te 
promote, and more that of ayve. In short, 
that the Apostle so wrote as the t rec. repre- 
sents, I cannot doubt; but that Se Panl or St. 
Lake would not have written Aidye evra yai- 
pep, I feel 
12 éBowdA. is read by La. & Tis, fr. ABGK, 
& Tis. says, many cures. [but such I find not, 
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ith Theeph.; and it i b. 
aya di The same may be uid. chk 


more confidence, of yeste@a: for :X\Ociv, ed. b 


Lachm. & Tisch, 


Greek. The reading tance wemdAnp. 5, ed. b 
La., is as the -~ of the last 
word, and as resting solely on B & Vig., unde- 
serving of any serious attention. As to the 
Uasow, it is better attested, namely, by AB and 
several cures. [add Lam. 1185]: but internal 
evidence is not in its favour. In short, it comes 
under the same category as that at v. §, whero 


though I can adduce Lam. 1182, 83, 96, Scr. sce note. 
3 JOHN. 
4. On more mature consideration, I would some from internal evidence, I am 


admit +9 before dAnGeia, fr. authority slender 
indeed, namely, only ABC and a cures. 
(more howr will prob. turn up on farther aad 
more careful collation), confirmed internal 
evidence, which is in its favour. Nothing is 
there to forbid this im the fact that iv dAq0. 
occurs without the art. at v. 3. But since 
the art. had been used a few words before, it 
ae dispensed with here, and left to be 
impli 

- For ele rods, La. & Tis. read rovre, fr. 
ABC and 9 curss., and though Tis. says several 
other cures., yet let them be specified and sifted 
before they are adduced as axthority. The reading 
must be judged on its own merits, which are not 
such as to warrant any unhesitating aig eager 
It has, indeed, a very specious appearance, but at 
the same time betrays something fictitious and 
savouring of critical correen. And tho it is 
confirmed by the Vlg. vers. & Jerome, who par- 
ticularly adverts to it, yet it arose, 1 doubt not, 
from a critic (who so likely as Jerome?) to 
whom it a that the alteration would 
serve to sh the style. Thus other vv. ll. 
which I could point oat, plainly attest the band 
of tampering with a view to polishing somewhat 


newer wording. 

7. Why I cannot receive ifm#\Gar, ed. by 
Ln. & Tis. fr. B alone, will frem my note 
on 2 Joh.7. As &0vcxeov, adopted b 
Lo. & Tis, fr. A and 11 curss., and wi 


to admit it. 

For ¢todanf., La. & Tis. read srodenf.., 
fr. ABC and 9 curss., with & cum. 
That swore. is the truc reading there can be 
no doubt, internal evidence rming strong 
external; and hence I have already received it, 
and am now enabled to remove the scruple which 
hindered its acceptance, namely, as existing in 
the use of srodanf., w erodixysoe0ac 
would be required by classical propriety. Yet 
woe. having been so used by Dionys. Hal., 
Diod., Strabo, nay, even Xen. An. i. 1, 7, must 
quite remove the objection. 

9. I am now more di 
after éypawe, inserted by Ln. & Tis., fr. ABC 
7, 68, also, I doubt not, the archetype of 29 & 
66; though much may be said against it, and in 
short, the reading would seem to be an 

jon, which it may be long before we 

in a position to close. 

13. One cannot pronounce with certainty what 
the original reading of the Apostle was; but it 
was probably this: IoAAa eixor yeaa cos, 
@AX’ ob OidAw Oca piAavor xai xaXduov cor 
yeapuyv. This is unquestionably the moet 
ancient text. It is, however, just possible that 
ypapuy co, ed. oy La., fr. A and several 
curses. [add Lam. 1185], may be the true reading. 
How the words ypage and ypawe: came to 
change places arose prob. fr. some confusion in 
the text at a very early period. 


JUDE. 


1. For |sytacpévors, Ln. & Tis. read #ya- 
anutvos, fr. AB and 7 curss., the Vig., Cop., 
Seh., Arm., Ar., & both Syr. veres., with Orig., 
Eph., Theoph., & CEcum., and somewhat con- 
firmed by internal evidence. Accordingly, I am 
now disposed to receive it. 

3. thpeov added to xowne byZLn., fr. ABC 
and 15 curss., with Seb. & Syr. verss., Cyr. & 


Theoph., is rejected by Tis., rightly, since it is 
evidently insititious. 

4. For xépuv, Ln. & Tis. ed. ydgrra, fr. AB 
only. But a change of text on such slender 
grounds is not td be ed. I have already 
single-bracketed, and am now disposed to double- 
bracket Geo». But that will not alter the view 
which I have ever taken of the importance of 
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this Lgeer 39 in reference to the deity of Jesus 
Christ, which, as I have shown, with Dr. Peile, 
is not at all invalidated, but rather, as hoe main- 
tains, strengthened. 

5. bude, after elZoras, is cancd by ABC? and 
15 cures. {add Lam. 1184, 85], Vig., Arm. verss., 
& Cyr. But internal evidence does not confirm 
external testimony, since the 2nd buas was more 
likely to have been expunged as superfluous and 
tautological than tnterpolated as necessary, which, 
grammatically, it is not; though when repeated, 
as here, it is calculated to impart an intensity of 
sense. See more in what I have said in my note, 
and also Dr. Peile’s note. It could hardly have 
been inserted to indicate the reference at elddrae. 
I am still indisposed to adopt wavra for rovro, 
fr. ABC? and 7 curss., with Vlg., Cop., & later 
Syr. verss., Eph. Syr., & Cyr.; but while re- 
taining tovro, I would include it in single 
brackets. It is absent fr. No. 66%. That the 
former was inserted, from 1 Joh. ii. 20, cannot 
be doubted ; but that the latter was interpolated, 
there is neither proof nor probability. It‘has an 
intensity of sense. Comp. Eph. v. 5. 

7. For avtots rpdmov, Ln. & Tis. ed. rpo7. 
aur., fr. ABC and 6 curss., & Ephr. Syr. But 
this is no case to call for change, since the 
alteration in order prob. arose from inadvertence 
of scribe. 

9. What could have induced Ln. to read dre 
Mry., fr. B alone, I cannot imagine. The cod. 
itself has, teste Maio, 6 re; but that the arche- 
type had either o dé or 8 ye—the critic stumbling 
at a third éi—can hardly be doubted. The rors 
moat ea by Ln., fr. B (alone), was an error of 
scribe-for drz. 

12. I would now, with Ln. & Tis., after elaiy 
insert oi, fr. ABG 13, 27,29, and 10 other curss. 
[add Mus.-Cov. 2], both the Syr. verss., and 
several Lat. copies, with Pallad., sp baee & 
August., ed. Colin, & Steph. 2. That the word 
was originally in the text can hardly be doubted ; 
and how it came to be omitted is not difficult to 
see, namely, from scribes or critics not perceiving 
the force of the art. Render, ‘ those persons it 
is who are the spots and stains in your feasts of 
charity,’ defacing the fair form of Christian 
society. I still continuo to read rapag@ep., fr. 
-ABCGK and, Tis. says, above 60 curss., excl. of 
all the Lam., nearly all the Scriv., and the best 
Mus. copies, as 5116, 11836, 16184. And in- 
ternal evidence is not, as might at first sight 
seem, unfavourable; since hero, as at the similar 
passage, Heb. xiii. 9, the idea inherent in wapa- 
gep., ‘the being whirled about,” is, by a sensus 
pragnans, included in the wapad., ‘to be 
carried out of one’s course.’ 

14, I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., éxpo- 
Onrevosy, fr. B alone, that being the form con- 
stantly occurring in the most ancient MSS. 

15. For éFeAéyEat, Ln. and Tis. edit éXéyEat, 
fr. nearly all the uncials, and about 50 curss. 
{add Lam. ]182. 83, 85, Scr. f, g, h, k, 1, 0, & 
nearly all the Mus. copies}. And vain is it to 
urge internal evidence, as has been done by 
Dr. Peile and myself, against external evidence 
so overwhelming as that for éAéyEa:. That 
the revisers altered an uncommon to a common 
term for greater plainness, has to be d, 
which cannot be done. Far more likely is it 
that the feeble term éAéy£ai, which was, it 
seems, all that occurred to a writer posscesing 


JUDE 5—24. 


little command of language, was altered by 
critics to the more forcible and far more suitable 
term é£sX., esp. as understood in the sense which 
I have pointed out, based on a passage of Plu- 
tarch, meee to convince, or rather convict, 20 
as to bring the person to judgment and condign 

unishment ; a very peculiar sense, with which 

t. Jude wae not likely to be acquainted, nor 
am I aware of a single passage of the class. 
writers, where the above sense occurs, the con- 
viction of delinquency, exc. that of Plut. de Sanit. 
tuend., ed. Reisk., t. vi. 498 init., dei wpoc- 
Eyovtas abtois uh wapafaivey Thy TeTAy- 


But in order to 
corrupt as 


elddor 76 Vpacos éEedéy ers. 
perceive that the p » miserably 
early as the middle of the 4th century (which is 
plain fr. the Cod. Vat. of the Sept.,ed. Mai), bas 
to be emended, which, by the aid of the Alexn 
MS., helped out by crit. conjecture, as certain 
as it is mild, may be done,—read: loybwv yap 
bvésixvucat dricrotpevoy, Ere Cupauews Té- 
Astornts (‘by the perfection of er’), xai 
év trots ovx elddas (meaning, ‘those whe do 
not recognize thy Power 2s +6 Opacos é§- 
eXéyyece, ‘ poenis arguis audaciam eorum,’ i.e. 
Nee a practical proof of the rash presumption 
of their misbelief, b sealer thy stre to 
their ondiga punishment.” The ovx, which I 
have introduced, reste on the authority of the 
Alexn MS.; and the ér:, though conjectural, 
is much confirmed by the dr: (though it be an 
error of scribe) of the same MS. ‘Amtoros- 
pevov, though merely resting on conjecture, is 
demanded by the context; and the -or of the 
t. rec. sprung from the same blundering scribes 
as those who wrote Sr:. 

20. On farther consideration, I am induced to 
receive, with Lachm. & Tisch., the reading 
iwotx. éavrovs Ti dywraty bu. wieves, fr. 
ABC and a competent number of curse, to 
which I can add Lam. 1185, somewhat con- 
firmed by interna] evidence impartially weighed. 

22, 23. On a reconsideration of the vexed 
question of reading, as respects nearly the whole 
matter of these verses, which reading seems to 
have been not a little tampered with at an early 
period, I am now disposed to adopt the text 
of Ln. & Tis. as on the whole bearing most tho 
mark of genuineness: xal ods piv édéyyere 
Gsaxp., ods di owlere ix wupds dpw., obs ba 
éAsate tv PoBw. The external authority is that 
of ABC and 15 cures. It is true that éAdeavs 
rests on very slender authority, only B 17, 40. 
But it is confirmed by internal evidence, as will 
appear fr. note on Rom. ix. 18. 

24. There is strong authority, to which I 
could add not a little, for avrods, ed. by Scholz 
and Ln.; but without reason, the other 
reading being called for by the general ex- 
hortation to soberness and purity of life, which 
has been carried on throughout the Epi 
Besides, as Est. remarks, ‘‘illis (cil. fratribas 
ab errore revocandis) prius da erat converse 
8 malo quam conservatio in bono.” 
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REVELATION. 


I, 2. IE am still of opinion that re, absent in 
ABC and above 40 curss., excl. of 15 others 
collated by Mr. Scr. and myself, has been, with 
reason, cancd by all the recent editors. The ys, 
which I have proposed to put in its place, cannot, 
however suitable, be admitted without some 
MS. authority; and I can find none. Accord- 
ingly, the ra is better excluded altogether. In 
the few copies which have it, it was prob. brought 
in to introduce the additamenta found in nearly 
30 curss., and prob. suggested by other similar 
Pewescs up and down in this book, esp. injr. 


y. 19. 

8. I would now edit rd dAga «ai Q, fr. ABC 
and very many curss., excl. of 14 or 15 Lam. & 
Mus. copies. The two words o Geds are also 
found in all the Lam. & Mus. copies exc. one. 

9. I am now disposed to exclude yprorou, 
eancd by the recent editors, fr. AC and 3 curss. 
[add Scr. nJ, Vlg., Ital., & Andr., and internal 
evidence rather confirms scanty external. 

10. I am now disposed to read, with Tis., 
Purvi dwic, pov peyad., fr. B and 25 curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, b, k, 1, m, a 

besides my own 3 Mus. copies], confirmed by 
internal evidence as existing in its rough Johan~ 
nean construcn. 

11. I have, with the recent editors, prefixed 
awa to éxxAxo., fr. ABC and above 40 curss., 
excl. of nearly 20 copies, collated by Mr. Scr. & 
myself. I would now, with Tis. edit Oua- 
veipav, from ABC and 6 curss. (add Scr. d, f, 
mJ], with Vig confirmed by Diog. Laert. iv. 30, 
adduced by Tis. 

13. Tis. 3 reads éupépy, fr. AC, and in justi-" 
fication of his second thoughts subjoins the 
remark : “Quum per apocalypsin non modo A 
sed etiam ubicumque superest C istam formam 
testentur, edenda videtur. C quidem alibi 

im éy uéow, ut Lue. ii. 46, x. 3, Act. xxvii. 
1, Heb. ii. 12." I would now double-bracket 
éwera, cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. AC 12, 28, 38, 45 
{add Scr. n], confirmed by internal evidence. 
For vie, Tis. 3 reads vid», fr. B & 30 curas. (add 
Ser. b, c, d, f, 1, m, n), confirming it fr. xiv. 14. 
But why I cannot adopt it I have already shown ; 
though I am now ready to admit that at the 
wards uu. ul, the reading is very much of an 
open question. For wodjon, Tis. 3 reads wo- 
éjpny, fr. A & No. 11; but I know net from 
what source Tis. derived his information as to 
No. 11. I can find the form no where else either 
in the Sept. or class. writers, though the Alexn 
MS. is the very one where one might expect to 
find it. Iam, however, inclined to suspect that 
the » final came from the init. « of the next 
word, and the. ecribe might be led into the 
mistake by his knowledge of this peculiar form, 
which might have place in the ordinary dialect 
of common life. For uaorots, pavers is ed. b 
La., fr. BC and a few curss. [add Scr. h, n, 
one of the Mus. MSS. collated by me]; but a 
term at any rate confined to poetry was not likely 
to be used by St. John, esp. since the use of 
aor. alone in the Sept. and St. Luke’s Gospel 
makes it next to certain that he would use waor. 
Several ancient curss. [add Scr. ©, j, 1] have 


Rect, which may possibly be the genuine 
reading. 

14. I am still disinclined to read, with Gr., 
Sch., Ln., & Tis. 2, ws, from A and 13 curss. 
[add Scr. b, c, d, f, g, j, 1], for reasons which will 
appear from my note. Tis. now views the 
matter in the same light that I do, and bas 


restored woai. 
16. For abrov yetp., Ln. & Tis. read yetpi 
avrou, fr. AC and 15 curss. [add Scr. c, f, h]; 


and, internal evidence being rather in its favour, 
I am inclined to adopt it. 
to read, with Ln. & 


17. I am now as 
Tis., s0nwe Thy Ceksdy abrou, with yxsipa, fr. 
ABC and many curss., excl. of several Scr. 
copies, together with two of the Mus. copies by 
me collated. 

18. I am now induced to read, with Ln. & 
Tis., Qavarov, xai rov déou, fr. ABC and 40 
curses. ag of 12 Scr. copies & 2 Mus. by me 
collated). 

19. 1 still retain the od», inserted by Ln. & 
Tis., fr. ABC and 4] curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, 
e, f, g, k, 1, m, n, besides one of my Mus, copies), 
for reasons which I have pointed out: 

20. For ov sté., Ln. & Treg. read obs alé., fr, 
AC and dcurss, But I still, with Tis., retain oy, 
fr. B and all the rest-of the copies, confirmed by 
internal evidence. I would now, with Ln. & 
Tis., insert al after ih ga from ABC and 20 
curss. [add Scr. j,1], I have already excluded 
&s eldss on the strongest authority, confirmed by 
interna] evidence, since they were doubtless 
inserted in order to match the wy or ods at the 
beginning of the verse. 


IL 1. I can confirm éy ’Epécw, which I 
adopted, with Ln. & Tis., fr. Scr, a, b, c, d, e, f; 
it h (?), j, k.. I am now disposed to read, with 

is. 3, éupéow, fr. AC, both here and supra 
i. 13, also raw xpuciwv, fr. AC, for reasons 
sufficiently valid to warrant adoption. 

8. On further consideration, I would now 
read, with Tis. 3, xexowiaxes, fr. AC 5, and at 
next verse, adpyxes, from C, internal evidence. 
strongly confirming competent external, since, 
as Tis, remarks, “dubium non est quin ejus- 
modi formas cum melioribus commutandi max- 
imum studium fuerit.” 

5. I would now edit réwrwxas, fr. ABC and 
34 curas., excl. of 12 Scriv. copies, Andr. & Ar., 
Cat., and some fathers. Tay. is cancd by Ln. 
& Tis., fr. AC, Vulg,, Cop., Ath. verss., Isid., 
Hisp., & Jerome; and internal evidence is some-, 
what against its genuineness; but that it should, 
have been interpolated in all the copies exc. 2, 
fe. ii. 16 & iii, 11, is improbable, yet far from. 
impossible. That ray after é£eA0. was ob-, 
truded at Mk. xvi. 8, from parall. of Matt., there 
is no doubt. Under all the circumstances of a, 
somewhat peculiar case, the utmost that we are 
warranted in doing is to bracket, not expunge, 
the words. ee 

7. If yixovwrs be, as it is by Tis. 3, adopted, 
fr. A alone, we must regard the reading as one 
of the many. anomalies occurring in this book, 
and similar to the xexowiaxes & &p7« $2, supra 
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v. 3 & 4; but more external testimony, in 
addition to internal evidence, is needed; yet 
whence is it to be derived? 1 answer, from the 
reading of B & the Mus.-Cov. 2, the latter of 
which I can attest has, as well as B (with which 
it not unfrequently agrees), alone of the MSS., 
vixovr: [for such, Tis. attests, is in B], of course 
by error of scribe for y:xovryr:, which was, I 
doubt not, in the archetype of Cov. 2; and it 
may prob. be the genuine reading. 

§. y am now disposed to doudle-bracket the 

words ra ipya «ai, cancd by Sch., Ln., &.Tis., 
fr. AC 19, 47, Vig., Cop., Asth., & Andr., con- 
firmed by strong internal evidence for its ab- 
sence. The words were prob. interpolated from 
supra ii, 2,13, 19, iii. 1, 8. 
"10. I still reject «1 for unéév, adopted by Ln. 
& Treg., fr. ABC 8, 49 (Scr. 9), Cop., Andr., 
but in opposition to internal evidence, 4% being 
& mere correcn to easier reading, prob. sug- 
gested by Andr. & the scholiasts. I would now 
read, with Ln. & Tis, 6 ArcB. i£ Spey, fr. 
ABC and 35 curss. (add 15 Scr. MSS., & my 3 
Mus. copies). _ 

13. I am now disposed to exclude the words 
7a ipya cov «al, on the same grounds as the 
same words v. 9, though here on some- 
what weightier external testimony. Tis. 3 has 
now restored the «ai before iv, wh. he had ex- 

unged, on very strong external authority, but as 
i have already shown, strongly opposed by in- 
ternal evidence, weighed aright. Ln reg. 
ought not to have cancd ale as well as év, on 
very insufficient authority, and against internal 
evidence, as it has been weighed by myeelf, and 
since then by Tis., who remarks: ‘* Ex hac lec- 
tione (i.e. ule sine iv) fluxit ut apparet error 
codicum AC, &c.; alii immiscuerunt év ad 
vitandum duplex ale in ecriptura unciali satis 
illud quidem incommodum.” I em now dis- 

ed to insert nov after wiords, with Ln. & 
‘is. 3, fr. AC 14, 92 [add Scr. f), and Syr. vers. 
Tis. had in his 2d edn rejected it, but, as he now 
gees, on wrong grounds; for, as he o 
‘“* quomodo tandem addi potuit manu aliena ?” 

4. I am willing to bracket, but not cancel, 
Sri, with Ln. & Tis., on the slender authori 
of C & 5 of the most ancient Vig. codices, Cop. 
Syr. verss., inasmuch as internal evidence is not 
éntirely in favour of its absence. For tdp, 
found in B, 1 would now, with Ln. & Tis., read 
vow, fr. AC 1] (add Lam. 1186 & one of the 
Mus. copies by me collated]. I am now inclined 
to insert, with Tis., xai before gaysiv, fr. B & 
20 curss., to wh. I can add 11 copies collated b 
Scr., & 3 Mus. by myself, confirmed by intern 
evidence, inasmuch as the critics seem to have 
stumbled at the «al from not perceiving its 
intensive force. 
- 15. I am now disposed to double-bracket ray 
on competent authority, to which I can add Scr. 
a, b, c, d, e, f, m, & 2 of the Mus. copies by me 
collated; and to the authority for éuolws just 
after, ABC and 43 curss., 1 can add 12 Ber. 
copies, besides my 3 Mus. copies. 

6. To the strong authority for ody, I can 
add 9 Scr. copies, and my 3 Mus. copies. 

17. I would now cad. with Ln. & Tis., w- 
xouprt, fr. AC, to wh. I add Ser. d & 1, vixevr:, 
an error of scribes for v:xovrr:. See note supra 
v.7. To the strong authority for olésy, which 
I have adopted, namely, ABC and 42 cures., I 
can add Scr. a, b,c, d, e, g, h, j, m, n, and 42 
curss., excl. of my 5 Mus, copies. 


REVELATION II. 9—III. 7. 


19, For écaxovlay xai rip» zioti, I wd now 
read, with Ln. & Tis., rloriy kal Thy d:axoviap, 
fr. ABC and 33 cures. peed Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, 
h, i, m, n, and my 3 Mus. copies]. 

. dAlya is cancd by La. & Tis., fr. ABC 
& 40 curss. [add Ser. a, b, c, d, e, f h, j, 1, m, 
excl. of 3 Mus. copies by me collated], and 
rightly, since it was prob. in lated from 

v.14. "Adeic has every claim to be re- 
ceived; but the mode of accentuating it is not 
fully determined. 

23. For épsuvmv, tp auvev is ed. by Ln. & 
Tis. 3, fr. AC. 1 have already treated on this 

uliar form in my notes on John v. 39, vii. 52, 

m. viii. 27, 1 Cor. ii. 10, 1 Pet. i. 11, and 
shown that as it is the most ancient, it is prob. 
the genuine reading. 1 have only to add, that 
its use is never found in the class. writers, being 
confined to the Sept., St. John’s Goepel & 
Apoc., and the Epistles of St. Paul. Jackson 
shows that it was a term of Alexandrian pro- 
vincial Greek (Syrian, Cilician, or Palestinian), 
also, prob., of ordinary and colloquial Greek of 
common life, and such as will, I doubt not, be 
found in some of the Cretan, Cilician, and 
Lycian inscriptions, contained in the noble 
Curiae Inserip. of Boeckh, = 

24. I had intended to edit [xal Xoewoite], but 
would now not simply exclude the xal, bat sub- 
stitute in its place voit, with Sch., Ln., & Tis., 
fr. ABC and 37 curss. {add 12 Scr. copies, & the 
Mus. 1, 2, 3, by me collated}. I have now more 
confidence in the genuineness of the reading 
Baddow, which I can confirm fr. 12 Scr. copies. 


III. 1. +d before Svou. is cancd by Ln. & 
Tis., fr. ABC and 33 curss., excl. of 13 Ser. 
copies, & 2 of the Mus. copies by me collated, 
confirmed by internal evidence, from its bei 
far leas likely to have been added, than 
by critics, who thought the art. necessary, which 
is not the case. 

2. I am now more inclined to receive or#- 
ptoov, fr. AC & 12 cures, (add Scr. a, c, d, g, h, 


and one of the Mus. copies by me collated}, 
for reasons which will appear fr. note on Lk. 


ix. 51. 

3. I would now bracket iwi oe, which Ln. & 
Tis. cancel, fr. AC 12, 28 [add Scr. nj; and 
internal evidence is against their authenti- 
city. 

4, eth Zxere is read by Tis., fr. B & 12 cures. 
[add 9 Scr. and 2 of the Mus. copies by mo 
collated}; but the other variations in order ex- 
isting in different MSS. show that the passage 
had early got into confusion, so much so thst 
we cannot be sure of the original order. For 2, 
Tis. 2 & 3 reads ol, fr. 6 very ancient cures. 
{add Scr. k, n), with Vlg., Cop., & Ar. veres., & 
Ar., and confirmed by internal evidence, weighed 
aright, as it is by Tis., who remarks: ‘quz 
léctio, ut a correctore aliens est, ita ad substi- 
tuendum @ incitare debebat.” 

5. For otroe, Ln. & Tis. 1 read oBresr, fr. 
AC and 17 cures. [add Ser. a, h], vg. Cop., 
Syr., & Arm. veres.; while Tis. 2 & 3 has 
restored ovros, and rightly, since ofrese doubt- 
less arose either from error of scribes, who oft 
confound the two words, or from correen of 
critics, who thought otros pleonastic. See exrx. 
in Matt. vii. 13, where olrewe was wrongly 
See note on Joh. xiii. 25. 

7. On further consideration, 1 can no longer 
regard. the readings xAsioss & dvoiEu af 12- 


written. 


REVELATION III. 8—IV. 7. 


volving an open question, but can now unhe- 
sitatingly adopt both, the former fr. AC and 30 
curss., the latter fr. B and 35 curss. 

8. For xai, I still read fjy, fr. ABC and 4] 
curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, h, j, 1, m,and my 
3 Mus. copies]. 

9. For didwpz, I would now, with Ln. & Tis. 
3, read é:éd@, fr. AC—scanty authority, but 
required by the sense, which is, ‘1 may give, 
have to give.” I would now unhesitatingl 
read; with Ln. & Tis., ftovow & Ponttick 
covery, fr. AB and 5 cures. [add Lam. 1186, 
Mus. 2, 3, & Cov. 2, Ser. b, c, r]. 

16. I would now read, with Tis. & Treg., obrs 
Ceords ove Yexpds, fr. BC and 27 cures., exel. 
of 13 Scr. . & 2 of the Mus, copies by me 
collated. 

17. For otdevds, Ln., Tis, & Treg. read 
obdiy, fr. AC 12; but I cannot receive so doubt- 
ful a reading on such slender authority, unaided 
by internal evidence. In so few as 3. copies, 
two of them abounding in blunders of scribes, 
I cannot help regarding this as one, namely, 
by error of scribes passing over the termination 
-os, written above, and prob. at the end of 
aline. For éAascwés, Tis. 3 reads éXsiwds, fr. 
AC, and, as Tis. reckons, “three copies.” I 
cannot find one, exc. the Mus.-Cov. 2, which 
-has éXeivds, where the dots are seemingly a 2da 
manu. At all events, éXenvdc must have been 
in the archetype, fully as ancient as B, the 
transcript being of the early part of the 1th 
century. That iAsevds was a real form is 
attested by the Antiatt. of Bekker, p. 92, who 
cites an example fr. Eupolis ; and Porson, in his 
Pref, to Eurip. Hec., adduces exx. from Soph. 
Phil. 1130, & eee Ran. 1095, Hymn. ad 
Cer. 264. Nay, he thinks that it was the ori- 
ginal and most analogically formed Attic, from 
which came éXsevos. It should howr seem that 
the trisyllabic form was always the one most in 
use in the ordinary Greek ; though at length, by 
desuetude in the written language of books, it 
became provincial, and thus came to be used by 
St. John, and afterwards by later Greek writers, 
rome of whom are referred to by Dind. on Steph. 

es. 

18. I would now read, with Tis., ypuo. wap’ 
dou, fr. B and 20 curss. [add Scr. a, b, d, e, f, 
f> h, k, 1, & one of the Mus. copies by me col- 

ated], Areth., & the Caten. The other reading 
prob. sprung fr. correcn of order. I would now 
read, with Tis. 3, xoAAvp.ov, fr. BC and 20 
cares. [add Scr. b, c, d, f, j, 1, m, & my three 
Mus. copies}, confirmed, it would seem, by in- 
ternal evidence, inasmuch as «oA vo. is the 
later Gr. form (of which Dind. on Steph. Thes. 
adduces exx., e.g. Apsyrt. in Hippiatr. & Epic- 
tet., instead of the earlier and purer Greek, 
xohAovp., used by Hippocr. & Dioscor.). I 
would now read, with Ln. & Tis., éyyptoaz, fr. 
AC and 6 curss. [add Cov. 2, only wrongl 
accented), & Andr., confirmed by inte 
evidence, inasmuch as the other readings, Zva 
éiyxp. & éyxpicov, are merely glosses on éy- 

tvat. 

19. For {4A woov, I still read, with Ln. & 
Tis., {aAevs, fr. ABC and 25 cures. [add Scr. 
a, b, e, f, g, j, k, m, and 2 of the Mus. copies by 
me collated}, with And., Areth., & Caten., con- 
firmed by internal evidence—the form, however 
rare, occurring in Simpl. on Epict. & Chrys., & 
hence likely to be used by St. John, though 
unlikely to be known to the correctors, who 
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bane be likely to alter it, as they did, to ¥/j- 
@wcov. 

20. I still retain, with less hesitation, the xai, 
inserted by Tis. 2 & 3, fr. B and 25 curss. [add 
Scr. a, b, , d, e, f, g, bh, j, k, m, besides two of 
my Mus. copies), confirmed, it wd seem, by in- 
a a evidence, inasmuch as it was more likel 
to passed over or misunderstood (tho it 
has reference to the subsequent «ai) A ee rt 

IV. 1. I would now read, with Tis. 3, Zdoy, fr. 


polated. 
AB [add Cov. 2}, and prob. some other ancient 
curss. passed over by the collators. J must now 
abandon dvswypu., which I edited, with Sch. & 
Ln., fr. B and very many curss., and restore, 
with Tis., the t. rec. Avewyu., inasmuch as, 
from its being the more ancient form (and foand 
eleewhere chiefly in the uncials), it was likely to 
be adopted by St. John here as well as else- 
where. Comp. Matt. ix. 30, and see note on 
Joh. ix. 10, where I have shown that this redu- 
prcstve form of the augment is of Alexn and 
ellenistic Greek, and was peculiarly Johan- 
nean. 
2. I would now single-bracket xai before 
208., cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. AB and 20 curss, 
{add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j, k, and 3 out of 
the 4 of my Mus. copies]. I cannot see fit to 
double-bracket it, because internal evidence 
being equally balanced, the areas is an open 
ane which I commend to the practised 

ill of my learned co-editors to close. I am 
now a ag to admit +éy Opdvov, adopted by 
La. & Tis., fr. AB and 25 cures. (add Ser. a, b, 
c, d, g, j, k, 1, m, my three Mus. copies, & 

rob. others omitted by the collators}, confirmed 
y internal evidence. 

3. The words xai 6 xa0su. were excluded by 
Matt. & Gr., and have been brackd by Treg., on 
strong authority, B and above 30 curss., to 
wh. I can add 12 Scr. MSS. and my 3 Mus. 
copies ; but quite in opposition to internal evi- 
dence, inasmuch as the words were manifestly 
lost by inadvertence of scribes, owing to the 
recurrence of the words 6 xaOyuevos. I have, 
with Ln. & Tig., ed. capdiw, fr. AB and about 
35 curss., excl. of 13 Scr. MSS. & my 3 Mus, 
copies. I am induced to still retain Soros (for 
t. rec. -ta), fr. B and 20 curss., to wh. I can add 
nothing ; but the state of the collations of vv. 11. 
attests the confusion of the text in the middle 
ages. That seems to have been still more the 
case at the next verse, where, however, the text 
which I have, after Tis., adopted, has very 
competent marks of genuineness, The same 
applies to v. 5, where I would now admit the 
reading xai gwy.; ed. by Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis., 
fr. AB and about 28 curss., excl. of 12 Scr. MSS. 
& my 3 Mus. copies. As to the avrob after 
Opdvov, added by Matth., Gr., Sch., & Words., 
fr. Band 30 curss., excl. of 12 Scr. MSS. and 
my 3 Mus. copies, it is inadmissible, internal 
evidence being quite against it. 

6. I would now insert, with Ln. & Tis., we 
before @aA., fr. BC and 37 curss. [add Ser. a, c, 
d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, n, & 2 of my 3 Mus, 
copies], with the Vlg., Syr., Cop., & Ar. verss., 
Andr., Areth., & Caten., somewhat confirmed 
by internal evidence. 

7. For éyov, Tis. 3 reads éxewy, fr. AB 
[add Scr. n, Mus.-Cov. 2, & one, if not two of 
the Mus. copies}. I cannot, however, adopt it on 
such slender authority, internal evidence being 
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equally balanced. I would now receive without 
hesitation ws dvOpwmov, with Tis., though only 
resting on A and 3 curss., yet confirmed both by 
Vig., and by internal evidence. 

§ I would now insert ra before réiccapa, fr. 
A and 20 cures. {add Scr. a, c, e, f, g, h, 1, m, n, 
& Mus. 3], confirmed by internal evidence, in- 
asmuch as the context requires the art. For 
aa’ éavrd, Gr. & Ln. read év cad’ iv avtroyp, 
fr. A and 15 curss. {add 12 Scr. copies}. I 
should, however, prefer to read Ev «aO’ &y, with- 
out airay, as in B & 20 curss. [edd Lam. 1186 
& Mus. 1, 2, 3}. I cannot venture to receive, 
with all the recent editors, Zywy, because this 
involves a positive barbarism. I doubt not but 
the true reading is gcyov, found in one of the 
Huntington MSS., and occurring, I suspect, in 
other copies, though passed over unnoticed by 
the collators; and certainly cy & x are oft con- 
founded by the scribes. For Afyorra, I would 
now adopt -yree, fr: AB and 30 curss. [add Scr. 
b,c, f, g, j, k, 1, m,n, and my 3 Mus. copies}, 
together with Andr., Areth., & Caten., con- 
firmed by internal evidence. 

10. I have, with Ln. & Tis., adopted wpoc~ 
«xuvicovow and BaXouvew, fr. AB & very many 
curss. [add Ser. d, f, 14, my 3 Mus. copies, and 
doubtless others unnoted]. 

11. I now without hesitation adopt 6 «ip. 6 
@edc, fr. AB and above 30 curss., excl. of 10 
Scr. MSS. and my 3 Mus. copies; and internal 
evidence, weighed aright, is in their favour. 
For elciv, I have, with Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis., 
adopted joar, fr. AB and 30 cures. [add Scr. a, 
b, ¢, d, ¢, g, j, k, ], m, n}. 


V. 1. For dx:c82v, Matth., Sch., & Ln. edit 
étwGey, fr. B and above 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, 
ec, d, e, f, h, k, 1, m,n, & Mus. 3], with Andr., 
Areth., & Cat. ; while Tis. retains, as did Griesb., 
Gw:oGey, and it cannot be denied that éfw0ey 
would seem a mere correcn to match with the 
yaa term iow@ey; and, when we consider 
that dowio8. is confirmed by the Pesch. Syr. 
vers., by Orig. & Cyp.. and by the reading in 
the parall. of Ezek. ii. 9 & 10, it is plain 
that the reading is not to be disturbed. 

2. aer., which I have brackd, iscancd by Gr., 
Ln., & Tis., fr. A and 10 curss. [add Scr. h, nj, 
& Orig.; but internal evidence does not com- 
pensate insuflicient external, since the variation 
of position of the word in different MSS. was 
sure to lead to its omtssion in not a few, as oft 
elsewh.; and hence the word is to be refained, 
though its original position is not quite certain. 
That it was after a£.oe, there is the testimony 
of B and, Tis. says, 20 curas., to which add Scr, 
a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j, k, 1, m, n, & my three 
Mus. copies, together with Andr., Areth., & 
Caten., which I would now adopt, though in- 
ternal evidence is rather in favour of ioriy, 
‘from its being the rarer position, yet found 
occurring in Joh. i. 27, Acts xiii. 3, Reb. xi. 38. 
Nevertheless, since the other position was em- 
ployed by St. John 5 times eleewh. in this book, 
why not here? The position before a:os may 
have originated in error of scribes, who restored 
the lost word, though at the wrong place. 

3. The dye, inserted after ovp., by Gr., 
Matth., Sch., & Words., fr. B & 23 cures. [add 
Scr. a, b, c, d, 0, f, g, j, k, 1, & my ree 
Mus. copies}, with some verss., was an inter- 
polation from Exod. xx. 4, Sept., as Tis. after- 
wards perceived, who in ed. 2 & 3 has excluded 


REVELATION IV. 8—V.. 7 


the word. The ofr, for 3d odd, ed. by Ln., 
fr. B and many curss., was, as I have shown, a 
needless, nay false, correen. 

4. Iam, on further consideration, induced to 
adopt, with Ln., Tis., & Tr., redd, fr. B and 40 
curss., excl. of Scr.a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, 1, m, n, 
Andr., & Areth. Yet woAAa is so little in 
St. John's manner, that I cannot help suspecting 
that in those many copies which have it, it arose 
fr. error ef scribes for woAXijr, of wh. wodd 
might be a mere correcn to more class. Greek. 
Of this another example occurs in Heb. xii. 9, 
where woAAw has been altered to woAd from 
only AD. Instances occur occasionally in the 
Sept. of this use of an lonic form; but I haye 
not noted them down. That there was, how- 
ever, an intermixture of Ionic ingredient in the 
diction of St. John, St. James, & St. Peter, I 
have shown on several occasions, and such may 
be the case here. 

5. For dvotEa:, Matth. & Tis. edit 6 avoi- 
you, fr. B and 30 curse. (add Scr. a, b, c, d, f, 
g, j, k, 1, m, and my three Mus. copies}, with 
Andr., Areth., & Cat. But I cannot yet see 
reason to adopt it, and I still retain, with Gr., 
Sch., & the other editors, dvot~a:, from misun- 
derstanding the construcn of which the critics 
resorted to uncalled-for correcn; not, indeed, 
that they wrote such a barbarism as o dvoi-yeo, 
but rather, what I doubt not they wrote, 6 apoi- 

wy; and then the & passed into I, the two 
etters being occasionally confounded by scribes, 
asare y & y. That the Pesch. Syr. & Arab. 
translators fad dvolEwy in their copies is plain. 
The Avoar just after has been cancd on the 
strongest authority, AB and 40 curss., excl. of 
14 Scr. MSS. & my three Mus. copies, con- 
firmed, it would seem, by almost all the veras., 
and by internal evidence. It prob. came from 
the schol., or the Gr. commentators. 

6. I would now double-bracket «ai igod, caned 
by Sch., Ln., & Tis., fr. A and agreat part of the 
curss., to which I add 12 Ser. copies, somewhat 
confirmed by internal evidence. For Zyos, Tis. 
2 & 3 edits gy», fr. AB only; and although I 


can add Mas.-Cov. 2 (omd by Mill & even 


Scr.), yet I cannot think it right to ascribe such 
a barbarism to St. John, since it evidently arose 
from error of scribes in those 3 copies, in which, 
and esp. in A & Cov. 2, w & o are very oft con- 
founded. Thus just before, for coryxds, Eorn- 
xws is found in Cov. 2, passed over by Mill, 
but not by Scr. Tis. has now recalled the read- 
ing of his lst edn, t. rec. of I should be dis- 
sed myself to follow so good an example, did 
not feed averse to change,—as in his case, 
wards and forwards,—where from circumstances 
the reading involves, as here, an open question, 
not to be closed by arguments of internal evi- 
dence, not borne out by external. 1 would now 
read, with Ln. & Tis., rvevnata tov Geox, fr. 
AB and nearly 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d.e, 
f, g, b,j, k, m, & my three Mus. copies}, besides 
Andr., Areth., & Cat, somewhat confirmed 
by internal evidence. The next two words in- 
volve a much-debated question of reading, where 
for t. rec., ra dwactrakpéva, Tis. edits éwoers- 
Aduseva, fr. B and 25 cures. [add Scr. a, b, ¢, d, 
e, f. g, h, j, k, m, and my Mus. copies}; 
while m. and Treg. ed. dwrerradpivet, 
fr. A alone (qy?). The latter reading is masi- 
festly a false correen of critics, to suit the el 
before. The other reading I would now adopt. 
7. Notwithstanding the strong authority fer 
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the absence of rd A:filoy, AB and nearly 45 
curss., some of moet ancient Lat. copies, 
and Arm. & /Eth. verss., I cannot feel satisfied 
that the words did not come from St. John: 
nor, on the other hand, can | now think that the 
words were expunged by critics in order to re- 
move a tautology. Had that operation taken 
place, it would have been exercised on the second 
+6 BiBXlov. I cannot but suspect that the text 
got at an early period into confusion, in con- 
sequence of which the word f:BAio» was first 
lost, and then restored, though at the wrong 
place, and that the copies AB, &c., sprung from 
those copies in which it was lost. The original 
position of the word was, I doubt not, after 
8yovov, as it must have been in the copies used 
by St. Jerome, and prob. those used by the 
Pesch. Syr. trans]. ; though in the other verss. it 
is placcd in a more commodious and correct pesi- 
tion. As to the evidence of Grerk copies now 
extant for the position, I can only find No. 38 
(Cod. Vatic. 579, of antiquity and weight) & 
the Complut. edn, confirmed by Andr., & 
Areth., & the Cat., also some Lat. fathers, as 
Bede. Accordingly, I would read and pune- 
tuate the passage thus: «ai AO xai elAngde 
éx THs deEiae Tov Kab. iwi Tov Bpdvou fi- 
BXiow wai dra EXafe vO BiBrlov, *‘ And he 
went and took out of the hands of him who sat 
on the throne a book; and when he had taken 
the book,’ &c. 

8. I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., gws- 
oav, fr. A and above 6 curss., and also «iGapas, 
fr. AB and 30 curses. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, f, g, j, 
m,n, & the 3 Mus. copies by me collated}, the 
Cop., Syr., th., Arm., Ar. verss., with 
Andr., Areth., Cat. text. 

9. I cannot lag with yas, espy on such very 
slender grounds, it being merely lost by varia- 
tion of position. I atill retain avrote, based on 
strong authority, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence; but I cannot dispense with ro Oe 
Hucv, on evidence next to nothing. 

10. I am now induced to adopt the reading 
BaciXsav, fr. A, Vig., Cop., & some fathers, 
confirmed by internal evidence, for reasons wh. 
will appear fr. note supr. i. 6. I have also 
adopted BactA\esovew, fr. AB and 15 curss. 
{add Scr. a, b, e, f,g, 1, n, and Mas, 1], confirmed, 
as I have shown, by internal evidence. 

]1. xé«xXo@ is read on the strongest evidence, 
namely, AB and 40 curss., to which I could add 
14 Scr. & Mus. copies. The words xai q»— 
xtAcadww were lost partly or wholly in some 
early edd. through deficiency in the MSS, 


VI. 1. For hevjs, Ln. & Tis. ed. devi), fr. 
ABC and above 30 curss. [add Scr. b, d, e, f, g, 
h, j, & 2 of the Mus. copies by me collated’, 
which I have adopted. The mwvy ed. by Treg. 
rests on next to no suthority, and arose from a 
false correcn, perhaps suggested by a schol. I 
would now, with Ln, & exclude xai Bréore, 
fr. AC and 11 curses, (add Ser. h, nj, confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as the two words 
were prob, brought in to match with tpyou xal 
iés at v.5 &7. The same took place at v. 3. 

3. On reconsideration, I am inclined to adopt 
tiv opp. 7. devr., for although external autho- 
rity is not so strong, yet internal evidence, 
weighed aright, may preponderate. 

4, I still read, for avre, a’rdy, fr. ABC & 
28 curss. {add Scr. a, b, c, d, f, g, b, j, 1, n, & the 
3 Mus. copies by me collated), confirmed by in- 
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ternal evidence. For dad, I have adopted ix, 
from BC and above 30 curses. [excl]. of 13 Scr. & 
Mus. copies}, confirmed by internal evidence. 
As respects oppafovcr, ed. by Ln., Tis, & 
Treg., fr. AB alone, interna] evidence is in its 
favour; but far more external testimony is re- 
quired to warrant its adoption, since it may have 
arisen from error of scribes, espy since w & ov 
are in A & C oft confounded. 

5. I have, with Ln. & Tis., ed. oppay. rip 
vo., fr. ABC and 21 curss.,, excl. of 12 Ser. 
MSS. & my 3 Mus. copies. 

6. I cannot, with Ln. & Tis., insert ws before 
gev., fr. AC and 3 curss.,—insufficient autho- 
rity, espy as not confirmed by internal evidence, 
since cs was in those few copies more likely to 
be interpolated from the many passages of this 
book where ws is so used. The eame has prob. 
happened elsewh. 1 cannot yet adopt, with Ln., 
Tis., & Treg. xp:Oe@y, on such slender autho- 
rity as AC 12, & against internal evidence, since 
«xpQev was prob. a correcn to the far more usual 
plur. form. The sing. form occurs, however, a 
few times in the Sept., and was prob. used by 
St. John: not to say that the sing. form is re- 
quired by the sing. at citov, tcheat, to which 
coreepouss xp.0ys, barley. 

7. 1 am now inclined to double-bracket dw- 
viv, cancd by Tis., fr. BC and 30 curss. [add Scr. 
a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j, k, 1, & the 3 Mus. copies by 
me collated}, external testimony being strong 
against it, and internal evidence confirming ex- 
ternal, from the term occurring so oft in this 
book where a class. writer would not have ex- 

ressed it; besides that it was likely to be inserted 
, as called for by the subsequent Asyovone. 
But the true reading there is Aéyowres, which I 
would now read, with Ln. & Tis., fr. ABC and 
32 curss., excl. of 13 Scr. MSS. & my 3 Mus. 
copies, besides being confirmed by internal 
evidence. I would now, with Ln. & Tis., ex- 
clude the words «ai ide or wai Bréwe, fr. AC 
& 15 curss., their absence confirmed by internal 
evidence, either reading isi rob. insititious. 

8. For dxoAovbei, Gr., -, Ln., & Treg. 
read #xodovle, fr. BC and 20 curas. [add Ser. 
a, b, c, d, e, f, By); k, m, my 3 Mus. copies, and 
prob. others], Vig., Andr., & Areth.;—an 
evident correcn to plainer sense, but against St. 
John's manner, and indeed that of the Scripture 
writers in general, which is to use the narrative 
present for the past tense. As respects atta 
for ab’rote, ed. by ek fr. B and many curss., 
excl. of 11 Scr. MSS. & two of my three 
Mus. copies, it is a mere correcn of critics to 
match with faoX., and resting on nearly the 
same copies. The same liberty was taken by 
the same class of critics at Mk. v. 37, where 
Ln., as here, altered a reading full of pregnancy 
of sense into the flat and tame a’rw dxodov- 
Oetv. See my note there. I still retain avrots, 
for which Gr., Sch., Tis. 2, & Treg. read avrw, 
fr. B and 34 curss., with several Scr. & Mus. 
copies; and internal evidence, weighed aright, 
is against it, since, as Tis. now sees, it was more 
likely to be the correcn than avrois; and as to 
the spirit and vratsemblance which I aacribed to 
it, those are qualities such as might be looked 
for in a corrected reading. 

10. After all that I have urged for the o 
before 4AO.9d¢, the testimony for its abeence is 
so strong, namely, ABC and 25 curss. [add Scr. 
a, b, c, ©, g, j, k, 1, n, & the 3 Mus. copies by 
me collated, as not to be overborne by argu- 

UU 
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ments of internal evidence; and hence I must 
now double-bracket the word. The é« for awd 
which I have already received, is equally strong 
in external testimony (add 13 Ser. Mus. 
copies], and what is more, confirmed by internal 
evidence. 

ll. The singulars £8601 orods) AevKy rest 
on the strongest external testimony [add 13 
Ser. MSS. tg my three Mus. copies). As 
respects the ixaorw after avrois, inserted by 
Ln. & Treg., fr. AC and 19 curss., it is’ quite 
opposed by internal evidence, since, as Tis. re- 
marks, “ vix dubium est quin avrois éixaoTw, 
éxdoros, ixaore propterea substituta sint quo- 
niam avrots oroAH non apte dictum visum 
esset, quemadmodum alii rursus correxerunt 
&é08ncav orodai,” or, as I had observed before 
him, the word was introduced to soften a harsh- 
ness. I am now inclined to adopt, with Tis., 
dévawatcovra, fr. AB and 5 curss. nae Scr. d, 
k, 1, nj, as confirmed by internal evidence. 
The same may be said, though with some doubt, 
of wAnpwowow, ed. by Tis., fr. B and 40 
curss., since internal evidence is almost equally 
balanced, and the fluctuation of reading so 
great, as to make the genuineness an open ques- 
tion, 

12. T cannot yet admit éyéyv. wéy., on such 
slender testimony as A & some Lat. copies, to 
which I can only add Scr. c (Harl. 5678), prob. 
owing to inadvertence of scribes; though the 
hand of tampering is so visible at wéX. éy. in B 
and 20curss., besides above 12 Scr. & Mus. copies, 
that t. rec. is best left untouched. “OA» rests 
on the strong authority of ABC and nearly 20 
curss,, excl. of 10 Scr. MSS. & my 3 Mus. 
copies, besides pad confirmed, as I have shown 
at large, by internal evidence. 

13. For BdAAee, Tis. 2& 3 reads Burovoa, 
fr. 27 curss. {add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, g, k, 1, and 
two of my Mus. copies}, with Andr. (Comm.), 
and he regards t. rec. as a manifest correcn ; 
whereas the reading which he has adopted he 
pronounces a reading “et alienissimam a cor- 
rectione et dictioni scriptoris convenientissi- 
mam.” Matth. had before him seen the matter 
in the same light, and adopted the reading, 
which I am now, in deference to such compe- 
tent judges of a nice crit. question, disposed to 
do; but I would point: ws cux7, Baroven— 
auras avis. pey., and I would read, fr. ABC & 
20 curss. {add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j, k, 1, m, 
& the 3 Mus. copies by me collated), ce:ouéyn, 


lit. swayed, as said of the stirring or moving of /ans our eastern 


any thing in vibratory motion, as of the branches 
of trees. Comp. Hes. Sent. 298, 6pyos—caco- 
pévn pvdAAoror (where there is a dat. of refer- 
ence, ‘ as to its foliage’). The caXrzevonévy of A 
12, injudiciously adopted by Ln., seems a mere 
correcn suggested by Matt. xi. 7, & Lk. vii. 24, 
but there cetou. would have been the more 
suitable term, oad. being properly the stronger 
term, denoting the moving to and fro of a heavy 
mass, 80 that it shall rock, as an earthquake 
rocks the ground. Comp. Acts iv. 31, xvi. 29, 
Heb. xii. 26. 

14. I have ed. 6 ovp., and éA:oc. (for eiX.), 
fr. ABC and many curss., excl. of 8 or 
Scr. MSS. & my Mus. copies, confirmed by 
Andr. & Areth. EjijA. was prob. suggested 
by Sept., Isa. xxxiv. 4 (prob. present to the 
mind of St. John). On nearly the same weighty 
authority I would now , with Lo. & Tis., 
xai ol xsd. wal of awdove. nai ol loxupol, 
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I cannot do more than single-bracket the 2d tas 
cancd by Gr., Ln., & Tis., on strong authority, 
namely, ABC and 30 curss. (add ten of the Ser. 
MSS., and my three Mus. copies], but not con- 
firmed by internal evidence, since it was prob. 
ora in order to remove tautology. 

6. I have, with Ln., Tis., & Treg., adopted 
wicare, fr. A and 2 curss. {add Scr. 1, nj, con- 
firmed by the passage of Hos. x. 8 & several 
others in the Sept., where the Alexn form 
occurs. I am now disposed. though with some 
hesitation, to adopt, with Matth. & Tis, res 
Opdve, fr. B and 20 curss. [add Ser. a, b, c, 1, 
g, h, m, & two of my Mus. copies], with Andr. 
and Areth. 


VII. 1. «al is cancd by Ln. & Treg., fr. AC 
(alone), Vig., & Cop. verss.,—insufficient autho- 
rity, and not compensated by internal evidence, 
since, as Tis. has seen, the xai was removed to 
match with such passages as supr. iv. 1, éufr. 
v. 9, where there is no variety of reading. For 
taura, I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., 
touro, fr. ABC and 30 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, 
c, f, h, k,1,m, and my Mus. copies, with the 
Coptic vers., Andr., & Areth. Internal evi- 
dence, confirmed by several passagee of St. 
John’s Gospel, confirms external; yet see note 
on Joh. xi. 28. Besides, the words werd ravra 
& mera rovro are oft confounded in the classe. 
writers, and are used indifferently, espy by 
Thucyd. & Plato. Iam now disposed to adopt, 
though not entirely to approve of, the readin 
of Ln. & Tis., urire éwi te dévépov, fr. BC an 
above 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b,c, ¢, f, g, j, 1, m, 
and the 3 Mus. copies by me collated], and 
would edit thus: unre éwia. I have obelized 
the word, because it has, like the ray, no sem- 
blance of genuineness. What was the original 
reading it is difficult to say ; nor can I offer any 
better emendation than the following: tva uy 
avin Gveuos ini rye ye wire éwi ris Ba- 
Adoons (so that there might not be a breath of 
air, a breeze, neither on the land nor on the 
sea), wn ye Ere oeiecy dévdpoy, ‘nay, not 80 as 
any longer to stir the foliage ofa tree." That 
such was in the copy used by Arethas is plain 
from his exposition there as follows: éwei xai 
va divdpa THs dro Tv dvipwy arocziczos 
(read Uroceicews, succussionis, a gontle stirring 
of the foliage) dwoXatorvra avaiyera:, ‘is 
cooled,’ revived by the fanning breeze. our 
poet Dryd. writes: ‘‘Calm as the breeze which 
ves.” That Ar. had not 
way in his copy is certain ; still less, its gloss +2. 
That ceiew written by abbrevn might be con- 
founded with way cannot be denied. And that 
such was in the ore from which the MS. A 
was transcribed, I doubt not. After osis:y had 
heen lost, the reading dévdpov would easily creep 
in. to suit the preceding genitives, yge and 
Oaracens. 

2. dvatoXay, ed. by Ln., fr. A 90, is a mani- 
fest correcn suggested by tnfr. xvi. 12, xxi. 12 
Tis. 3 has now restored t. rec. &xpafe, which he 
had altered fr. A, to ixpaY« (a mere error of 
scribe, since — & { are oft confounded by scribes), 
prob. as now seeing that the form ixpafe is a 
peculiarity of St. John’s diction. 

3. I would now donble-bracket od, fr. AC 12 
& Orig. 2, confirmed by internal evidence, inas- 
much as the od was prob. introduced fr. . ii. 
25, with a reminiscence of 1 Cor. xi. 26, xv. 25, 
Gal. iii. 19, iv. 19, Heb. iii. 13, bat why nos 
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have aleo remembered infr. xv. § & 17, dype 
Tedeo8.? 

5. I have, here and up to the end of v. 12, 
brackd (with Treg.) icppaytopuévor, cancd by 
Ln. & Tis., on strong though not overpowering 
a ae evidence, while internal is equally 


an 

9. «ai ido’ ought not to have been cancd by 
Ln., nor even brackd by Treg., on the autho- 
rity of C alone, and against internal evidence. 
On reconsideration, I am now disposed to adopt 
weoiBePrAnpévous, with Ln., Tis., & Treg., fe. 
ABC, excl. of 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, e, f, g, 
h, 1, m, and Mus. 1, 2, 3), with Andr., Areth., 
& Cat., confirmed by internal evidence, if 
weighed aright; retaining, however, as I still 
do, torwtes supr. and golvices tafr., great as 
may be the anomaly which they involve, yet one 
not unparalleled in this book. Considering, 
however, that xea{ovor must just after be road 
as required by overpowering authority, namely, 
ABC and 40 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, e, f, g, 
j, k, 1, n, and Mus. }, 2, 3, I must pause. 

10. For tov @pdvou, I would read, with Ln. 
& Tis., rw Opovew, fr. AC and 25 curss., excl, 
of Scr. a, b, c, e, f, g, h, k, m,n, besides Mus. 
1, Fa confirmed by internal evidence, justly 
wei : 
if. I would now read éorijxecoay, with Tis., 
fr. C and 12 curss., confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, it being a form of later and Hellenistic 
Greek, found both in the Grk Test. & the Sept, 
’"Ewil td wodcwra rests on the authority of 
ABC and 40 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, @, f, g, 
j. k, 1, m, n, & 2 of my Mus. copies. 

12. I cannot, with Ln. & Tis., cancel anny 
oa such slender authority as 28, 36 [to which 
I can add nothing}; nor can I even, with Treg., 
bracket it, since it was manifestly expunged Ey 
some critics for the purpose of removing éauto- 
logy ; while others, it seems, expunged the dyijy 
at the beginning of the verse. 

14. I now with less hesitation adopt pou, fr. 
BC and above 30 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, e, 
f, g, bh, j,k, 1, m, n, with Mus. 1, 2, 3, and for 
the 2d ras oroAXas avtwy, I would read, with 
Treg., avrds, were it not that it is too much of 
a half-measure to be approved of, in preference 
to which I would expunge the words, for which 
there is the strong authority of B and 26 curss., 
excl. of 10 Scr. MSS. & Mus. 1, 2. 

15. I would now read, with Tis., re doere? 
fr. B and 26 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, f, g, hb, 
k, 1, and Mus. 1, 2. 

16. For ovdé iy, Tis. reads ovd’ ov un, fr. B 
and 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, e, g, h, j, k, 1, n, 
and Mus. 1, 2, 3), with Andr., Areth., & Cat.; 
and internal evidence being in its favour, I am 
disposed to adopt it. 

7. Tis., after Matth., edits wotuaive: & o8n- 
yet, from above 20 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, e, f, 
g. h®, k, m, and Mus. 1, 2, 3}, with Andr.; 
while Gr., Sch., Ln., and Treg. retain wotpavet 
& oényrcet, uncritically, since internal evidence 
is quite against the futures, which, as Tis. sees, 
are no ates than corrections such as are fre- 
quent elsewh., espy in this book. The debated 

uestion between the rival claims of {wear & 

wis just after comes under the same category, 
internal evidence being strongly in favour of 
{was, adopted by Gr., Ln., Tis., & Treg., on the 
strong authority of AB and above 30 curss., 
excl. of Ser. a, b, c, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, n, and 
Mus. 1, 2, 3, with the Vig. & Aith. verss., Andr., 
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Areth., and the Cat., also by the parall. passages, 
infr. xvi. 3, xxi. 6, xxii. 1 a 7. 


VIIT. 1. I would now, with Ln. & Tis., read 
bray, from AC, since scanty as is the authority, 
it is compensated by internal evidence in its 
favour, since Stray folld by txdéc. is a peculiar 
idiom found sspr. iv. 9, Mk. xi. 25, and several 
other passages, at least in the uncials and an- 
cient cures. However, the use of d ray, folld by 
aor. | indic., is so rare, that I know of no other 
instance, exc. in Polyb. xiii. 7, 10, drav rpoon- 
petoe tails xspoi (read tas yetpas) xode ra 
yora Tit yuvaicos (read THs yuvaixds pds 
+a vita). I cannot yet admit nulwpov, adopted 
by La. & Tis., fr. AC (alone), to which | can 
only add Scr. j} & Mus. 1; since I cannot find 
the slightest vestige of the existence of such a 
form ; while -p:oy is found in good writers of 
the later Greek, as Strabo, Procop., Geopon., 
and others adduced by G. Dind. on Steph. Thes., 
to which add Menand., referred to by Pollux, 
Onom. i. 71. ‘Hyuiwpoyv doubtless arose fr. a slip 
of the scribes, like another and worse one 
recorded by Mr. Scriv. 

3. For ro Oua., Tis. reads rot 8vc—ou, fr. 
BC and 31 cures. [add Scr. a, b, c, ©, f, g, h, j, 
k, 1, m,n, and Mus. 1, 2, * and internal evi- 
dence being in its favour (since +d Quoc. was 
sh @ mere correcn to make it match with rd 

vo. below, but without reason), I would now 
adopt it; and also, with Ln. & Tis., for dwon, 
I would read décer, fr. AC & several curss. (add 
Scr. b, e, g. h, m, n, & Mus. 1], with Andr., 
confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
idiom of ¢va, folld by fut. ind., is one altogether 
Johannean, as will appear fr. the exx. which I 
have adduced. 

5. [ have, with Ln. & Tis., adopted réy Acf., 
on the strongest authority, confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence, and of course have admitted adtéy 
on the same grounds, and as combined with it. 
Just after, I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., 
Bpovrai kat aorp. kal cwy., on competent 
authority ; ee internal evidence is equally 
balanced, and the reading involves perhaps an 
open ec 

6. I have, with Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis., in- 
serted ol cgi i ores, a eu (hiat. C) and 
many curss. cr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k 
], m,n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3]. ak ace 

7. I have excluded ayysdoe before ai- 
pati, and admitted év, on the strongest autho- 
rity, namely, AB and many curss., excl. of 12 
Scr. MSS., and Mus. 1, 2,3. The words +d 
Tpitrov—xarexdy, wh. I have admitted on 
strong authority, I find in nearly all the Scr. 
MSS., and Mus. 1, 2, 3. 

8. wupi ought not to have been cancd by 
Matth., since, though strong external autho- 
rity [B and 29 curss., excl. of the Scr. MSS., and 
Mus. |, 2, 3] attests it, yet internal evidence 
is gat it, inasmuch as 1t was prob. expunged 
by fastidious critics, who viewed it as a pleonasm, 
though it is any thing but euch, and occurs 4 
times elsewh. in this book. 

9. On further consideration, Iam induced to 
admit dseplapnaoav, adopted by Ln. & Tis., 
though on the slender authority of A and 8 
curss. [add Scr. h, nj, with Andr., but com- 

nsated by internal evidence, weighed in a just 

ce, in its favour, 

10. I would now more decidedly admit the 
vrav before vddtwy, fr. B and very many curss, 
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add Ser. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m,n, and 
us. 1, 2, 3], confirmed by internal evidence. 
1l. E would now unhesitatingly insert 6 be- 
fore “Aysiv8os, on the authority of AB and many 
curss., excl. of Ser. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, m, n, 
and Mus 1, 2, 3, with And., Ar., & Cat., con- 
firmed by internal evidence. For yivera:, La. 
& Tis. read éydvero, fr. AB and about 30 curss. 
Eee Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, 1, m, n, and 
us. 1, 2, 3]; and, in consideration of the 
strong authority for it, I would now receive the 
reading. I have already adopted réy before 
wdatewv, & reov before avOpwrey, on strong 
authority, to which I could add. The same 
remark applies to @avy (for paivy), and dsrou 
(for ayyéAov) werouévov a little further on, 
v. 12 & i3: but not to robe xarotxovyrae (for 
Tote xaToixovowy), adopted by Tis. 3, fr. B and 
24 cures. [add Scr. oY c, d, e, f, g, k, m, and 
Mus. 1, 2, 3], since I cannot believe that so 
rtentous a barbarism could have escaped St. 
ohn. Vainly does Tis. seek to confirm his 
criticism here by an appeal to the state of the 
evidence at xii. 12, since there, as I have shown, 
no reason is there to think that the accusatives 
Ti yiv xai Oadacoay came from St. John. 
Here the authority for rods xaToixouvras is 80 
considerable that one hardly kuows how to 
reject it; but still less to bring in rots xarot- 
xovory, since it is too manifestly a correcn to be 
admitted. I cannot but suspect that the pas- 
sage had got into confusion at a very early 
ica owing to the original reading of St. John 
cing misunderstood, and of course tampered 
with, by critics, and further by the vestiges of 
truth and genuineness being defaced by care- 
lesaness of scribes. The original reading I con- 
jecture was ol xatoixouvres, ‘ Alas, alas, alas, 
O ye who are inhabiters of the earth ;> where 
the same construcn exists as at xviii. 10, sine 
v. 1. But owing to non-perception of the idiom, 
Kavotxovuvres passed into -ras, and then rods 
was brought in to match. Whereupon the re- 
visers, losing all clue to the truth, brought in 
the usual censtrucn of dative after oval, which 
was embraced generally from the Alexn MS., 
and was adopted by Andr. & Areth. 


IX. 2. The words «ai hv. r. pp. Tov &Biccov 
are absent fr. 15 or 16 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, 
e, f, g, j, k]; and they are marked as prob. in- 
sititious by Gr., and are brackd by Treg.; but 
internal evidence is quite adverse to this pro- 
cedure, since they were far more likely to be 
lost by homeotel. in those copies, than to have 
been tnterpolated in all the rest. They would be 
the more likely to be so lost, inasmuch as the 
words would form one line of a very ancient 
archetype written in uncials. For weydAns, B 
and about 30 curss. [add Scr. c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 
I, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3), confirmed by the Syr. 
vers., Andr., Areth., & Caten., have xa:ouévye, 
which was preferred by Mill, and since by 
Heinr., as more suitable to xawvw, and subse- 
quently by Matth. But strong as is external 
authority, internal evidence is adverse, since the 
word was here prob. substituted for pey. by crit. 
correctors as presenting a more definite and 
forcible term, and that suggested by Job xli. 6, 
& Dan. iii. 6, where «atop. is found with xauiv. 
But ney. fully suffices, and is superior in simple 
dignity ; not to say that the image is one meant 
to represent, not fire, but quake produced by 
internal fire. For doxoric®@n, Lu. & Tis. read 


" on 
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ioxorwOn, fr. A 12, 14, 92, which reading is 
adopted by Ln. & Tis. ; and it may seem con- 
firmed by the occasional, however rare, occur- 
rence of this form in the Sept., e.g. Job xxx. 30, 
ioxorewrat, & Ps. \xxiii. 21, ioxorempsver. But 
oxori{e was the form generally used, and was a 
form of much later Greek than oxorow, as used 
by Themist., Plut., Ephr. Syr., a Naz., 
and, perhaps, St. Paul, Eph. iv. 18. It is true 
that éexoTrwpivy occurs infra xvi. 10, but even 
there B has éoxor:opnévn, though almost alone. 
So that it is posstWe St. John here wrote éoxo- 
Twpévn; but the evidence is so deficient, that 
we may rather suppose éoxoraOy to have been a 
correcn sugge by tafra xvi. 10. On the 
whole, considering the state of the evidence at 
the two passages, I cannot but think that St. 
John used both forms (as did the Sept. trans- 
lators), in the former ioxorlcOy, in the latter 
toxoTwpivn. 

4. avrwy ought not to have been cancd Ro 
Ln., vor even brackd by Treg., fr. only A 12, 26, 
8 ancient Vig. copies, and Andr. a, since it is an 
evident correcn of Alexn critics, who bret 
reject pronouns wherever they can be at 
dispensed with. 

5. avrois for abraie, ed. by Ln., fr. A 12, 
was a false correcn, occasioned by inattention to 
the preceding context. I cannot, with Ln. & 
Tis., adopt pacascbsjoovra:, on such insuf- 
ficient authority as A 12, 36, 38, though in- 
ternal evidence is in its favour. 

6. I would now read, with La. & Tis., od} way 
eVpwory, fr. AB and not a few curss., to which [ 
could considerably add, as far as s the 
ob} mi, but not the sipwaiy, for which I can 
only add the testimony of Scr. m,n ; but internal 
evidence compensates for slender external, that 
by J quite in its favour. It is also confirmed 
! the state of the evidence at xviii. 14 (a par- 

lel case), where the fut. indic. has similarly 
crept in instead of the subj. in moat of the copies, 
being introduced by critics who were unaware 
that the use of the subj. in this case is altogether 
characteristic of the style of St Jobn. Comp. 
John xiii. 8, ob ut wins, where 18 Lam., Scr., 
& Mus. copies (all of Alexn text), and Origen, 
have vier. At the passage xviii. 14, 
aipys is undoubtedly the true reading ; and so 
very prob. here evpuxy. See more in my note 
eb. x. 17. I cannot yet consent to admit 
pevbye for pevEerar, ou such insufficient au- 
thority as A and 4 cures.,since [ more than suspect 
that in those 5 copies ped-ye: arose from an 
abbrevn of mevEeras, namely, PevETe. The I 
and & might easily be confounded. This ab- 
breviation prob. occurred at the end of a line (of 
an uncial), where greater licence of abbreviation 
was allowed; in which, however, the mark of 
abbreviation expressed above, in very small cha- 
racter, was likely to be overlooked by the 
copyiste. 

11. 1 would now read, with Ln. & Tis., rive, 
%xovoar, on competent authority, confirmed by 
internal evidence; also, Baa:AX. iw’ abres, 
AB and many curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, ¢, d, e, g, 
h, j,k, 1, and Mus. 1, 2,3. The d» da for sai 
év, ed. by Tis., fr. B and 30 curse. [add Ser. a, d, 
c, d, e, f, g h, j, ps ain cea ae 3}, is 
too strongly su to be rejec in- 
ternal evi nies ‘is “hot favourable: Ties 
remark applies to Zpyera: at v. 12. 

13. teeodpwy ought not to have been caned 
by La., nor even brackd by Treg., on such 
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slender authority as A and 1 curs, (No. 28), to 
which I can only add Ser. n, and against 
internal evidence, inasmuch as the word was 
more likely to be dost from the A being absorbed 
in the preceding N in those three copies, than 
to have been iaéer, in all the rest. 

14. I am now inclined to adopt, with Tis. & 
Al., Aé-yowra, on slender authority, indeed, but 
compensated by internal evidence in its favour, 
strengthened by the state of the evidence at the 
similar case ixfra xi. 15. I have just after 
adopted 6 ixev for és aTya, fr. AB and man 
curss. (add Ner. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, }, n, 
Mus. 1, 2, 3), confirmed by internal evidence. 
The same remark applies to the ray before 
orpart., at v. 16, which 1] have already received. 
Tis. 3 has now displaced ixmov, and restored 
israixov, prob. in deference to the strong reasons 
which I have alleged against a reading, resting, 
indeed, on a no inconsiderable array of curss., 
but utterly forbidden by internal evidence, as I 
have shown at large. 

16. For édvo0 pupsades, I would now read, with 
La. & Tis., dsopupeadss, fr. A and 3 curss., 
confirmed by internal evidence. That B & the 
others of that family had originally dion. I doubt 
not; and it might accidentally be lost. The dvo 
was doubtless a gloss from the scholia; whereas 
8:0. was a technical term well matching with 
ov ilwwixov. What could have induced so 
accurate a scholar as Dr. Treg. to edit such a 
barbarism as dvopup., I cannot conceive. It 
merely originated in an error of careless scribes 
confounding O & C (= ¢). 

18. For uwo, Lu. & Tis. read dxd, fr. ABC 
and many curss. (add Scr. a, b, c, d, ¢, f, g, h, j, 
k, 1, m, 2, and my 3 Mus. copies], with Andr. 
& Areth., & Caten., and confirmed by internal 
evidence. I have, with Ln. & Tis., inserted 
awinyey, fr. ABC and 34 curss., excl. of 13 Scr. 
MSS. & my 3 Mus. copies. The éx, 2d & 3d, 
are cancd by Lao. & Tis., on not incompetent 
evidence ; so, however, that I would retain tho 
former, and bracket the latter. For the 4th ix, 
I wd now read 47d, fr. B and 25 curss., excl. of 
Ser. a, b, c, d, ©, f, g, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. 

19. I would now more decidedly adopt, with 
Ln. & Tis., 8 yap éEoucla risv trarwy iv TH 
aitway dori, fr. ABC and many curss., excl. of 
Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, n, & 2 of my 
Mus. copies. The added words, xai év raise 
ovpaute avTrov, rest on nearly the same strong 
authority, and were only lost by inadvertence 
of scribes. I am still more inclined to approve 
of odiwy for decry, fr. B and above 20 curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m,n, & 
my 3 Mus. copies, confirmed by intern. evidence, 
the construcn with gentt. being Johannean, as 
found in John viii. 55, where Ln. has rashly ed. 
vpiv, fr. AD & 5 cures. In deference, however, 
to the united judgment of my brother editors, I 
forbear to adopt it here because St. John has no 
where else in this book used the gezst. cunstrucn, 
but very oft the dative, with, I believe, no fluc- 
tuation of reading. 

20. On more mature consideration, I do not 
so much reject the ov, adopted by Gr., Sch., 
Tis., & Treg., since it is at least preforable to 
t. rec. (which, however, is retained by Ln.), and 
it is attested by C &, Tis. saya, 30 curss., excl. 
of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, g, h, j, k, 1, m, & my 3 Mus. 
copies. But though I am willing to receive it, 
I still doubt whether it presente the original 
reading ; that, I believe, was ov yl, ‘ by xo means,’ 
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which will, I doubt not, be found in some copies, 
and was prob. in the originals of those few which, 
like B, No. 38, Lam. 1186, and the Leic. MS., 
present vidi, by error of scribe. The +a before 
siéwAa rests on the strong authority of ABC 
and 30 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, 0, f, g, h, j, 
k, 1, m, n, & my 3 Mus. copies; and it is con- 
firmed by the passage of .v. 23, which I 
have cited. I would now unhesitating] neti 
with Ln. & Tis., édvayra:, fr. ABC and 
curss., excl. of Scr. 1, m, n, confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence. 

21. Tis. 3 edits dapuaxiay, fr. AB & al. ;— 
but where, I ask, are those al.? I can only 
adduce Cov. 2 (overlooked by Mill, though not 
by Scr.) & the ed. Complut. ; but Tis. refers for 
exx. to Steph. Thes. in voc. ed. Paris. And he 
might from thence have adduced exx. undoubted, 
fr. Areteus, Galen, Maneth., & Orac. Sibyil. 
But it were more to the purpose to have ap- 

ed to the use of thie form in the Sepé. at 
od. vii. 11, 22, & viii. 18, rate dappaxiace 
a’rewy, Sapient. xii. 13, & xii. 4, in C & other 
ancient MSS. So that there is the greatest 
robability that St. John used the form both 
ere and at xviii. 23. As to the seeming de- 
ficiency of authority kere for papuaxia@y, it may 
be made up by the high Prokebitity there is that 
the reading @apuaxwy, found in Cand 18 curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, f, g, m, is only an error of 
scribes for pappxaxiwyv, which was no doubt th 
original of C & of the rest. . 


X. 1. G@AAov is absent fr. B and 30 curss. 
add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, n, & Mus. 
, 2, 3}, and was marked by Gr. as prob. to be 

expunged, but most uncritically, since -the 
omission in this family of B alone arose from 
inadvertence of ecribes, owing to variation of 
position, which almost always introduces more 
or less of omission. Even now, some of the 
most ancient curss., as No. 16 (Cod. Uffenbach), 
& Mus.-Cov. 2, have the d\Aov after, not before. 
The 4 before ios, which I inserted, with Gr., 
Sch., Ln., & Tis., rests on ABC and about 20 
curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, f, g, h, m, & Mus. 
1, 2,-3, strongly confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the art. is indispensable. Whether 
I did rightly in adopting tH» xepadny, with 
Ln. & Tis., fr. AB and 3 curss., I doubt, since 
internal evidence, if weighed aright, does not 
compensate for insufficient external, inasmuch 
as Thy —ijy seems a mere error of scribes, owing 
to the vepéAny just before, for which xcemad hy 
is found in Ser. i. Hence, I would now retain, 
with Matth., Gr., & Sch., rH: xeaArje, fr. B 
and all the curss, exc. 3. The added avrov rests 
en the authority of ABC and about 36 curss., 
excl. of 13 Scr. MSS. & Mus. 1, 2, 3. 

2. ixuy reats on ABC and above 20 curss., 
excl. of 10 Scr. copies. As regards A:SArdapiov, 
ed. by Tis. 2 fr. C! and 12 curss., for this 
has since, profiting by my strictures, restored 
BtBrapiérov, as ates at v. 9, 10—rightly, as 
called for by strong external evidence, not 
opposed by internal, though St. John may have 
written A:SAr:daprov here and at 9, 10, for I 
have now found some vestiges of the form, 
there being traces of it in Phot. Bibl., p. 52, and 
it is ascribed by Pollux, vii. 219, to Aristophanes ; 
where the principal MS, has B:fA:apiov, a term 
found in Antisth. ap. Diog. Laert. vi. 3, But 
although St. John may have written A:8Acéd., 
yet the testimony of all the copies, except some 
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dozen, proves that in fact he did not. I would 
now read, with Ln. & Tis., Avewyuévov, fr. C 
& 4 curss. [add Scr. c, 1, Mus. 3), insufficient 
external authority being compensated by internal 
evidence, as will appear fr. my note supra iv. 1, 
& Matt. ix. 30. The readings ry: GaXtdaone 
and rs ys are based on ABC and nearly 40 
curss., excl. of about 12 Scr. MSS. and Mus. 


"4. 1 would now double-bracket rae puvar 
éavra@y, cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. ABC and 35 
curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, bP k,],n, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3}. I have double-brack pot, cancd 
by Ln. & Tis., fr. ABC and very many curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, k, 1, m,n, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3. However, in Scr. a (Lamb. 1186), 
pot is indeed absent; but only by a vacant space 
being left, never afterwards filled up. Why 
Treg. should have thought fit to bracket the 
axa before Bpovrai, I cannot imagine. It is 
absent only in C, and internal evidence does not 
compensate for scanty external testimony, since 
it was prob. expunged by a critic to remove 
tautology. I have just after adopted aura, fr. 
ABC and 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, 
h, j,k, 1, m,n, & Mus. 1,2]. The same adoption 
has been with greater reason extended to tip 
meer inserted at the next verse. 

. The next words, xal riyy Oar. x. Ta by 
avth, are brackd by Ln. & Treg., fr. A and 5 
curss. {add Scr. c, k]; while Tis. retains the 
words, rightly, since the omission in A and one 
curs., of the preceding words, xait tiv yijv xal 
va év airy, plainly betrays the origin of the 
second omission, namely, the carelessness of 
scribes, too perceptible eleewhere, in A and some 
of those curss. I now, with less hesitation, adopt 
ouxérs torus, fr. ABC & many curss., excl. of 
aa a, b, c, d, e, f, h, j, k, 1, m, n, & Mus. 

9 My Uo 
7. irehéoOn rests on strong authority, AC 
and 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j,k, m, 
& Mus. 1, 2, 3, & Cov. 2]. I would now 
without hesitation read, with Ln. & Tis., rods 
éavrou dovAous To's wpogpytas, fr. ABC and 
35 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, bh, k, 1, m, 
& Mus. 1, 2, 3). 

8. For A\aAovee and Agyovea, I would now 
read, with Ln. & Tis., fr. ABC 7, 14, 36, 92 

add Scr. f, 1], AaXoveay and Aéyoucar, con- 

rmed by internal evidence. Kail before Ade is 
inserted in 7 or 8 curss. (add Scr. c], together 
with the Vig. & Arab. verss.; and though no 
remark is made on the variation by the editors, 
it is worthy of notice, since in the only other 
passage of the Apocal. where occurs this idiom 

(on which see my note on Matt. xviii. 15), 
aot xvi. 1, ald the copies have the «ai; as 
also Mk. vi. 38 all the copies exc. BDL & 2 or 
3 cures. ; and at xvi. 7 it is found in CD and 2 
cures. Hence it is probable that John in Revel. 
used the «ai at least once, and also prob. here. 

9. I have adopted, for éd¢, dovva:, fr. ABC 
and 30 cures., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j, k, 
}, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, confirmed by internal 
evidence. 

10. I cannot yet adopt, with Ln. & Tis., the 
reading yAuxd we irs, fr. C & several curss. 
since in so few copies it doubtless arose fr. critical 
correcn of order. 

1]. For Adyee, Ln. & Tis. read Adyouew, fr. 
AB and 20 curss. (add Scr. a, b, d, e, f, g;j, k, 
m, & Mus. 1,2). Internal evidence may seem 
in its favour, as presenting the more diffiicul 
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reading; but I should wish to know what satis- 
factory sense the plural is capable of. How 
Aéyous: crept into so many MSS. it is difficult 
to say; most prob. it was from an error of 
scribes, who misunderstood the abbrevn of Aégyes 
for an abbrevn of Agyouc:; for, as observes 
Matth., “ita fere semper in ig Erna incisis 
duo priora similia sunt in hoc libro, sive per 
prepositiones sive per articulos fiat elocutio.” I 
would now, with Matth. & Tis. 3, add éwi before 
Z0v., fr. B and 25 curss. [add Scr. a, b, d, e, f, g, 
h, j, k, 1, m, n, & Mus. 1, 2], confirmed by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as it is required by 
the mos é, and by the usage of St. John 
in this book. 


XI. 1. For gyetpat, Ln. & Tis. edit Eyecpe, 
fr. AB and about 15 curas. [add Scr. a, d, f, k, 1, 
m]; but internal evidence is quite in favour of 
&yetpa:, which was more likely to be used by 
St. John, and gye:ps to be a correcn to better 
Grecism. In short, why I cannot admit éyscpe 
will further appear from my note on John v. 8. 

4. I have already adopted, with Ln. & Tis., 
ai before the 2d duo, which rests on the strong 
authority of ABC and 25 cures. (excl. of Ser. 
a, b, c,d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m,n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3), 
confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as the 
repetition is quite in the manner of St. John 
(see note supra x. 11), and the al was likely to 
be lost in the az of the «al preceding. For 
Gzov, Kupiou rests on the strong authority of 
ABC and many curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, 
g, b, j,k, 1,m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3], confirmed b 
internal evidence. See my note on Lk. ii, 
The same remark ie to éorwret for igrw- 
oat, and perhaps, though not so certainly, to 
Oéra2, at v. 5, and the avrovs OéAzc just after. 

5. xai ei r1s—awoxt.}] Render, ‘yea, if any 
one is disposed to maltreat them, thereupon 
forthwith (denoting immediate consequence) 
must he be put to death.” I cannot yet adopt, 
with Treg. alone, the reading, roy cipasdr 
éEouvciay «Xsioa:, though attested by B and 20 
cures., excl. of Ser. a, E, c,d, e, g, k, 1, m, & 
Mus. J, 3, the transposition being intolerably 
harsh, and not in St. John’s manner, besides 
involving, as I have shown, a glaring impro- 
priety of language. More than one trans- 
posn occurs in the MSS. ; which serves to show 
that the reading of the family of B arose from 
the text having early got into confusion. Tie 
ought not to have been prefixed to ifovolay by 
La. & Treg., fr. AC only, since éfovc. recurs 
just after without the art. It was prob. inserted 

y critics, having in mind such as Lk. 
x. 19, didwue buitv thy éEovciay Tow watsiv. 
But the diction of St. Luke differs widely from 
that of St. John, who never, I think, either ia 
his Gospel or in this Book, uses the art. in the 
phrase éfouciay dtdovat or Eyer. 1 still retain, 
from ABC and many cura, (excl of Scr. a, b,c, 
d, e, f, g, h, j,k, 1, m, n, Mus. 1}, 2, 3}. 
veros Bpixy Tae nuipas THe Wpod. abres: 
for t. rec. év nugpace was, I doubt not, a plainer 
reading in place of the harsh construen of aocus. 
of duration. Just after, I now adopt without 
hesitation év before w. wAnyn, fr. AC and 25 
curss. [add Sey h, nj, & the Compl. edn, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, as existing in its 
Hebraistic idiom. 

7. réraproyv, added to +d 6yplov, in the 
Alex. MSS., manifestly came from s inal 
scholium, and was doubtless intended to chu- 
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racterize the Beast. Bat the word, as it stands, 
cannot be right, as Grot. well saw, who pro- 
pounded the conjecture repaorioy, which is 
almost certainly the true reading, for besides 
that the words might easily be confounded, it 
would well characterize the t, since Tepaor. 
will denote prodigiosum, portentosum, mon- 
strosum, as in Jos, Ant. x. 11, 2, @aupaoroy tr. 
xai Tepdorioy Oana avviBn. Comp. Plut. 
Moral. p. 751 f. ra Tepaoria tiv Yowv. For 
mono WA, per’ avr., I have adopted pet’ 
aur. wor. 7., in consideration of the strong 
authority of ABC and above 28 curss., excl. of 
Ser. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, 1, m,n, & Mus. 1, 2, 
3, though t. rec. may seem confirmed by xii. 17, 
xiii. 7, xix. 19, which presents the usual and 
more correct order, from which, it seems, St. 
John for once varied. 

8. I cannot still decline receiving 76 wronua, 
on such strong authority as ABC and above 25 
curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j,k, 1, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3, Copt. vers., and 2 copies of the 
Ital., and confirmed by the same reading occurring 
yet more strongly attested at next verse. We 
must, of course, suppose the singular taken gene- 
rically and collectively for the plur., of which 
Heinr. furnishes exx. in the use of the Heb. 
term at Ps. xxix. 2, & Jer. xxxiv. 20. Comp. 
Matt. xxiv. 28, with the kindred pas of Job 
xxxix. 30, Sept., wh. will supply something con- 
firmatory. Before whasilacl have inserted Tis, 
fr. ABC and 25 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, 
g, h, k, m, n, & Mus, 1, 2, 3. For. hucv, I 
would now adopt, with Ln. & Tis., abrwy, fr. 
ABC and 32 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, ©, f, 
g, h, j, k,1, m,n, & Mus. 1,2, & the Compl. 
ed., Aude: Areth., and Orig., also confirmed by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as avrwy yields a 
far more suitable sense, and yet one not likely 
to have come from critics. I would now point 
éaravpwd,, since there is a close connexion 
between v. 8 & 9, so much so that R. Stepb., in 
his O mirif. edn, pointed zoravpw61), and I 
am the more induced to press the matter because 
here, considering the peculiar construcn of the 
foregoing context, should have come in the verb, 
which the Apostle seems by inadvertence to 
have left to be supplied from the subject-matter. 
Had he expressed the verb, it must have been in 
the same tense as the subsequent verb, which is 
tied to it by the xai. Now, if BAgwrovay be 
the true reading—and it is with reason adopted 
as such by Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Treg., 
fr. ABC and 35 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, 
f, g, h,j, k, 1, m,n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, with Andr., 
Areth., Caten.—then xetrae must, or ought to 
have come in here, and that it did not originally 
have place here, is more than I would affirm ; 
and certain it is, that a verb thus brought in 
after a long-drawn parenthesis, or, as here, a 
double parenthesis, is not unfrequently lost. 

For adicovcr, I would now adopt ai- 
ovo.v, on strong authority, to which I can add 
five Scr. & Mus. copies. On this Present form 
of dp. I have already treated at large. I have 
ed. uvjua, fr. AB and 30 curss., excl. of Scr. a, 
b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j,k, 1,m, n, Mus. 1, 2, 3, & 
Comp. ed., with Syr., Cop. verss., Andr., Areth., 
& Caten., confirmed by internal evidence, the sing. 
being put generically for the plural, or, if con- 
sidered as united with reQjva:, so used as to 
form a phrase equiv. to being put into a tomb, 
being entombed. 

10. On more mature consideration, I would 


now adopt not only yalpovety, on very stron 
authority. [to which {oad Scr. a, b, c, d. e, f, Ad 
h, k, }, m,n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3], but also evq@pai- 
vovrat, fr. AC 12, 28, 36 [add Scr. g, n), with 
Andr. & Tichon., somewhat confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence. But so great is the harshness 
of a fut. after so many prophetic presents, that I 
cannot tolerate wéuyyovory, but muet suppose 
that St. John wrote wéuwovow, found in a few 
ancient curss., and prob. more than are noted b 
the collators; certain it is w & W are so anh 
alike in the uncial character, and so oft con- 
founded by scribes, that wéuyouvo.w may have 
arisen in that manner. See note supra v. 9. 

11. Among the four readings found at the 
beginning of this verse, the t. rec. iw’ avrods, & 
avrvis in © and 5 curss., ed. by Treg., are 
certainly fulse. The true reading is either ele 
avrovs found in B and many curss., excl. of 
Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, k, m, Mus. 1, 2, 3, Andr., & 
Areth., or év avrois, as in A 18, 36, adopted by 
Gr., Sch., & Tis., but prob. an error of scribe 
for éw’ avrots. I am now inc}ined to read, 
with Ln. & Tis., éwéweoev, fr. AC and 15 
curss., excl. of Scr. h, 1. 

12. I now without hesitation adopt jxovca, 
fr. Band 25 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, 

. h, j, k, 1, m,n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, together with 

op., Syr., Arm., & Ar. verss., Andr. & Areth., 
confirmed by internal evidence. I also read 
dvaBare, fr. AC 26, 36, 42—slender authority, 
but confirmed by internal evidence and the 
state of the reading supra iv. 1, 

14. I wd now, with Tis., remove iéob from 
before 4 rpirn to before Zpyxerat, fr. B and 25 
curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, h, j, k, 1, m, 
& Mus. 1, 2, 3, with Andr., Areth., & Caten., 
confirmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as St. 
John is accustomed to conjoin léod with zp, 
See i. 18, iii, 11, xvi. 15, xxii. 7, 12° 

15. I would now read both Aéyoures & iyé- 
vero 1} BaoiX., the former fr. AB and 14 curss, 
[add Scr. a, d, f, k); the other fr. ABC and 35 
curses. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, k, 1, m, n, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3), besides Compl: ed., Andr., & 
Areth., & several fathers, the latter reading at 
least being confirmed by internal evidence. 

16. The oi before eixoor & Evwarov ought not 
to have been cancd by Ln. & Wordsworth, fr. A 
in the former case, and AB and 4 curss. [add 
Scr. f, g, 1] in the latter, since internal evidence 
is in favour of ol, the art. being indispensable, and 
only omd by inadvertence, oi being absorbed in 
ae preceding. I would now double-bracket the 
2d xai, abs. fr. AC and many curss. [add Scr. 
b, c, d. e, f, j, m, & Mus. 1, 2], besides the 
edit. Compl., Ald., Colin, & Bogard. For 
ka0;}uevor, B and 30 curss. (excl. of Ser. a, b, c, 
d, e, f, j, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2] have xa@nvrat,—a 
clumsy emendn (as is plain fr. other worse tam- 
perings fuund in the Scr. & Mus. copies), which 
ought not to have been adopted by Treg. Be- 
fore rov 620v, B and 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, ¢, 
d, e, f, j, 1, n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3] insert rou Ope- 
vou: but internal evidence is adverse, the words 
being manifestly an addttton from such passages 
as supr. i. 4, iv. 6, vii. 9, 15, viii. 3, & infr. xiv. 
3, xx. 12. 

17. I would now double-bracket xai 6 ipy., 
cancd by Ln. & Tis., from ABC & above 6 
curss. [add Scr. a, b,c, d, e, f, j, k, 1, m, & Mus, 
1, 2], confirmed by internal evidence, as wil] ap- 

ar from the able and instructive annotation of 
Bengel. I would now read, with Tis. 3,.eiAnges, 
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though from © alone, for reasons which will 
appear from note supr. ii. 3,4. These anoma- 
lous and prob. provincial Greek forms may 
have been used by St. John, and would be likely 
to be preserved in AC and a stray cursive or 
two, such as present, at least, a very ancient text, 
like the Mus,-Cov. 2 of the 1] th century. 

18. I am now inclined to read, with Ln., 
CiaPOelparras, fr. C 7, 10, Matth. k, 1, o [add 
Ser. h, 1, mj, Andr. in his comment., and the 
Vig. vers., where the true reading is, I suspect, 
co nt, the one being written for the other 
by a mistake arising from the confusion of a & u. 
The true sense called for by the context is, 
‘those who had destroyed,’ aor. 1, for plupf., 
as occasionally both in N. T., Sept., & class. 
writers. That dsapOelpavras should have been 
as Matth. avers, ‘‘ a correction for better Greek,’ 
is not to be supposed. 

19. I would now, with Ln. & Tis. 3, insert 6 
before iv +e odpavea, fr. AC 14, 38 (add Ser. f, 
g, mj, Andr., & Victor., confirmed by internal 
evidence, inagmuch as it was more likely to be 
lost by inadvertence, from being absorbed in the 
ov preceding, than interpolated in almost all the 
copies to satisfy a minute grammatical propriety 
not likely to be known by the ordinary revisers. 
Why Treg. should have alone brackd the words 
dv rw ovpuve, I cannot conceive, for I find not 
the least vestige of authority for the removal. 
The same expression rerurs at xiv. 17, xv. 5, 
sine v. 1. It is true that the learned critic 
might have in mind the state of MS. evidence at 
xv. 17. But see my note there. Suffice it to 
say, that even here he only stngle-brackets the 
words Tov ovp., cancd (though, as 1 have shown, 
wrongly) by Ln. & Tis. 


XII. 2. xai expalev is wrongly ed. by Ln, 
on slender authority, and against internal evi- 
dence. 

3. I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., wuppde 
péyas, fr. BC and very many curss. {add Scr. 
a, b, c, d, e, f, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3), with 
Andr. & Areth., confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as the other order seems a mere cor- 
recn to impart a stronger and more graphic 
sense. For dad. ewra, I would now read, with 
Ln. & Tis., ewra d:ad., fr. ABC and very man 
curses. [excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, 
m,n, & Muse. 1, 2}, with Andr., Areth., & ed. 
Comp)., confirmed by internal evidence. 

5. For appeva, I continue to read apcera, 
not dpoev, as Ln. & Tis. 3, fr. A & C alone,—a 
manifest barbarism, arising from carelessness of 
acribes,—and careless were the scribes of A & C 
beyond the usual measure. However, the blun- 
der did not extend to the whole of the family of 
AC, since I find dpaeva in Lam. 1186, Mus.- 
Cov. 2, with 2 other copies collated by me, and 
Scr. g. Tis., indeed, seeks to justify his dadest 
change by the dry and caustic remark (on do- 
aay), “qua quidem soleca dictio non tneptior 
multis aliis in Apocalypsi adhibitis videtur.” 
But (to say nothing of the offensiveness of the 
term tnepft., so unsuitable to a Divinity Profeseor 
in a Christian Lepierae this is not putting 
the saddle on the right horse. It might have 
occurred to the learned Professor that his lan- 
guage would have been, mufatis mutandis, more 
spp icable to the two writers of the Codd. A & 

» in the course of which MSS., I hesitate 
not to say, it would be easy to find numerous 

unders quite as glaring as this. In 
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present instance, this inadvertence of the scribes 
was doubtless occasioned by the word coming 
at the end of a line, and by the last two 


lettera being written abbreviatim, which the 
copyists and wrote as if it were simply N. 


I need scarcely say that Dr. Wordsworth's read- 
ing dpoev’ is quite inadmissible in any prose 
Greek writer, espy of the N. T. I still retain 
the woes before the 2d roy, based on ABC and 
30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, }, 
m,n, & Mus. 1, 2}, with nearly all the verss., 
Andr., & Areth., confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as this repetition of the preposition is 
quite Johannean. 

6. After gyee I still retain éxet, fr. AB and 
about 30 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, ¢, d, e, g, h, j, 
k, 1, m,n, Mus. 1, 2, 3, confirmed by internal 
evidence, the diction being thus quite Johan- 
nean. The two for advo of B and 30 curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, e, f, j, k, 1, m,n, & Mus. 1, 
2, 3, was evidently a mere correcn to plainer 
reading, prob. derived from Andr. & Areth. 
I cannot yet adopt exrpép., fr. Tis. 2 & 3 
(alone), though based on strong authority, 
namely, B Be i 25 curss., excl. of Ser. a, b, c, d, 
h, j, k, 1, Mus. 1, 2, 3, internal evidence being 
adverse, since we can well account for its ixser- 
tton in two ways, either as being derived by in- 
advertence of scribes fr. éxet preceding, or by 
crit. correcn to a stronger term suggested by 
reminiscence of Eph. v. 29, vi. 4; though a 
more suitable reminiscence might have bronght 
to the critic’s mind the use of the simple verb a 
little below. ; 

7. I still retain, though with some hesitation, 
Tov wokeuyoa, fr. AC and 9 curss., excl. of 
Scr. g, h, somewhat confirmed by woAeu. with- 
out vov occurring in B and neay 30 curss., 
excl, of Scr. a, b, c, d,e, f, j, k, 1, m. The 
vou is indispensable to make out any construcn, 
and with it but a lame one arises, some verb 
= went being implied in the subject-matter. I 
would now read, with La. & Tis., pera for 
«ava, fr. ABC and above 30 curss., excl. of 
Scr. a, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, n, & Mus. 2, 3, 
confirmed by internal evidence, xara being 
prob. a mere crit. correcn to stronger term ; 
though it might arise from inadvertence of 
scribes, who oft confound neva & «ata, of 
which see exx. in Greg. de Dial., ed. Scb., 
pp. 69, 285, 405, 825. 

8. I cannot yet adopt, with Matth., Gr., Sch., 
Ln., Words., & Treg., toxuosy, fr. A and 25 
cures, [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, h, j,k, 1, mj: but 
must retain, with Tis., icyvoay, as resting on 
stronger authority, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence, weighed in a just balance, inasmuch as 
toxucey would involve such an anomaly of dic- 
tion as is hardly to be found in this book, and 
which we are not here compelled to digest as we 
best may, since the frequent interchange of a and 
« by scribes releases us from the necessity. I am 
not sure that I well adopted ovdd for obre, with 
Ln. & Tis., from ABC and 25 curss. [add Scr. 
a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j,k, 1, m,n}. See my note 
on Lk. xii. 26, & xii. 36. 

10. I still retain év re ovpaves Ady., which I 
ed. with Ln. & Tis., fr. ABC and 25 curs, 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, hy je ke m,n, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3. For xarefAnOn should be die- 
posed to read, with Ln. & Tis., éBAqGOn, fr. 
ABC & 80 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, ¢, f, g, 
j, k, 1, m, n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, with Andr., Areth., 


the & Caten., were not internal evidence, weighed 
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aright, rather against the change, which was 
likely to be made by critics in order to suit 
EBANON . v. 9, whereas here xareBA. was 
likely to be used by so antithetic a writer as St. 
John in this book, to point a paronomasia be- 
tween xatreBA. & xaryopor. As respects the 
reading xatrywp, which has been ed. by Gr., 
Sch., Ln., & Tis. 2 & 3, 1 cannot yet consent to 
receive it on sach insufficient evidence as A, 
standing quite alone, and in a case like this, 
when presenting a term elsewhere unprecedented, 
not entitled to implicit confidence, espy consi- 
dering that we can so well account for such a 
portentum a8 xariywp, on a paleographical 
principle, involved in the fact, that a very an- 
o 
cient MS. of Matthei has xarnyop., as aleo has 
Mus.-Cov. 2 of the 11th cent., besides another 
of the 4 Mus. MSS. collated by me, and prob. 
several others: and Matth. attests that in the 
uncials, and the very ancient curss., o, at the 
end of aline placed over the preceding letter, 
means os. Hence it is plain that, as Matth. 
remarks, “scribam Alex. Cod. fefellit sigla ab 
eo ignota.” For aitw,, 1 now, with La. & Tis., 
edit airods, fr. A 28, 36, to which I can only 
add Scr.n. And hence I suspect that —rove 
sprung from a blunder of scribe mistaking an 
abbreviation of wy at the end of the line for 
—ovs. Yet rovrous may be genuine, and I wd 
admit it had H. Steph. in v. xatrnyopéw proved 
the existence of such a construcn as xat1y. Tov- 
‘rovs wpos ae. Yet it seems derived from an 
actual example; and he adds xarnyopo ce 
qovov, perhaps also from an example; so that 
here rovrove is admissible, though only on 
stronger evidence. 

12. The of before ovp., abs. fr. BC and 20 
curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, d, e, f, h, j, k, 1, & 
Mus. 1, 2, is cancd by Matth. & brackd by 
Treg.; but retained by Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis., 
rightly, since it was far more likely to be inad- 
vertently passed over by scribes, and absorbed 
by the « in pronunciation, than to have been in- 
serted by critics, who would hardly have thought 
of the minute propriety involved therein. 
is, moreover, confirmed by Sept., Ps. cxlviii. 4, 
alyetre abtroy oi ovpavoi, sine v. 1. 

13. Ln. & Tis. 3 ed. dpoevay, fr. A only, but, 
as I have shown elsewh., wrongly, this and the 
other peculiar forms of the same kind being 
merely idioms of very late, common, and collo- 

uial Greek, never likely to have been used by 

t. John. 

14. I have, with Ln. & Tis., inserted al be- 
fore dvo, fr. AC and 5 curss. [add Scr. g, 1, nj, 
with Andr., Hippol., & Primas., confirmed by 
internal evidence. 

15. The alteration of order which I have here 
adopted, and the avriy for rudryny are con- 
firmed by 12 Scr. MSS. & Mus. 1, 2. 

17. Griesb., Ln., & Tis. cancel rot & Xpre- 
vou, fr. ABC and above 30 curss. [add Scr. a, 
b, c, e, f, g, h, 1 m, n, as also Mus. J, 2, 3, 
while Ser. 4 & 1 have rou). I am now disposed 
to exclude Xpicorov, but retain within brackets 
tov. The former course is confirmed by xix. 10, 
& xx. 4, the latter by xix. 10. Xpsorov was 
prob. introduced by revisers fr. supr. i. 2 & 9. 

18. I must, with Tis., still decline receiving 
éordOn, adopted by Ln., Treg., & Words., fr. 
only AC and | curs. [add Scr. m], with Vg., 
Syr., A&th., & other verss.; and certain it is 
the terminations yv & » are oft confounded ; 
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which, however, will determine nothing here, 
and from peculiar circumstances the reading is 
at present an open question, and is likely to 
continue eo, until some clue occurring may lead 
to its settlement. 


XIU. 1. The change of order, and the plur. 
évouara, I find strengthened by nearly all the 
Scr. MSS. & Mus. 1, 2, 3, confirmed by internal 
evidence. 

2. I continue to adopt, with Ln. & Tis., dpxov, 
fr. ABC and 20 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b1, c, d, 
f, j, 1, m3, n, Mus. 1, 2, confirmed by internal 
evidence, as existing in its being an Alexn form, 
occurring in the Sept., Philo, & Joseph., though 
very rarely occurring in the class. writers. 
Accordingly, here it came from the crit. correc- 
tore of diction. 

3. In deference to the united judgment of my 
brother editors, I would now doudle-bracket 
eléov, fr. ABC and about 30 curss., excl. of Ser. 
a, b, c, d, e, f, h, j, k, 1, m, n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, 
confirmed by internal evidence, notwithstanding 
the harshness involved in this fetching of eldoy 
from the preceding context, where it does not 
occur in direct affirmation. I have inserted the 
ax, with Ln. & Tis., fr. AB*C and 30 curss., 
exc]. of Scr. a, b,c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m,n, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3, confirmed by internal evidence, as 
existing in its strong Hebraistic character: but 
I cannot yet admit, with Tis. 2, woai for we, fr. 

& 25 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, f, h, j, k, 
1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, for reasons which I have 
stated, and which I presume have induced Tis. 
3 to now restore we. I still continue to read, 
with Tis., i@avuacey, fr. Band almost all the 
curss., with Andr. & Areth., confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence, inasmuch as é0avudae6y, adopted 
by Ln. from A 12, 28, 36, with Andr., may 
have arisen, as Tis. supposes, from the scribes 
confounding C6N and COH: but rather, it 
should seem, from a correcn of fastidious critics, 
as appears from the fellow-correcn in C é@av- 
pacrm0n. For éy Ay TH yp, I have adopted 
oOAn 7 y7, on the strongest authority, confirmed 
by internal evidence. — 

4. Lam now disposed to receive tw dpaxovre, 
fr. ABC and 33 cures., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, f, 

» h, j, k, 1, m, n, & Mus, 1, 2, 3, and for ds, 
Ovr., fr. AC and 5 curss., with 3 Scr. copies, 
somewhat confirmed by internal evidence. Of 
course, I adopt rw @npiw, fr. BC and 30 curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, & 
Mus. 1,2. Just before, I have prefixed tiv to - 
éEovoiay, and just after xai before ris, on strong 
authority, confirmed by several Scr. & Mus. 
copies. For évvara:, I am inclined to read 
éuvaros, sci]. gore, fr. Band 31 curss. (excl. of 
Scr. a, b, c, d, f, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 3), confirmed by 
internal evidence. See note on Heb. xi. 19. 

5. Why I cannot adopt, with Ln., Treg., & 
Words., BAdogynua, fr. A & 4 curss. [add Scr. 
m, a}, I have already shown. I am more dis- 
posed to admit, with Griesb. & Tis., BXacd»)- 
niay, fr. B and 30 curss., excl. of Ser. a, d, e, f, h, 
j,k, 1: but it is, F suspect, a mere correcn of 
fastidious critics, while t. rec. is strongly sup- 
ported by Dan. iii. 29, prob. present to the mind 
of St. John. On further consideration of the 
debated question as to the genuineness of woAs- 
poy, I cannot consent to with it, nor can I 

rsuade myself to think that St. John would 
have dispensed with it. I think it far more pro- 
bable that in the few copies that are without it, 
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namely, AC 12, 18, 28, 36 (Scr. g, n), the word 
was lost by variation in order, of which there 
are even now vestiges in the MSS.; and St. 
John uses both arrangements of the words, and 
both are found in the copies cp v. 7, where 
Tis. & Treg. edit wo:yoa, fr. Band 20 curss. 
cara a, b, c, d, e, g, h, j, k, 1, n),—perhaps 
rightly. 

6. BrAaodnuiac, which I have, with Ln & 
Tis., adopted, is confirmed by Scr. g, m, and, 
what is more, by internal evidence. How Ln. 
& Tis. could be induced to cancel xai before 
rovs, fr. AC and 23 curss., I cannot imagine, it 
being indispensable to the construcn. 

7. Why . thd have cancd the words xal é306n 
—wxjous adrove, fr. AC 12, 14, 92 (add Scr. 
f], Iam unable to imagine, since it is plain that 
the words were lost through carelessness of 
scribes, occasioned by kai 1860y-—ral £3001. 
The words «ai Aady at next verse, which I have, 
with Ln. & Tis., inserted, fr. ABC and about 
30 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, j, k, 1, 
m, n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, were doubtless lost from 
the same cause, namely, by the recurrence of 
xai—«xal, 

8. I now, without hesitation, edit avroy, on 
the stron eee! {add Scr. a, b, c, d, f, j, 
k, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 8], confirmed by internal 
evidence. Comp. supr. v. 4. I am now in- 
clined to read, with Ln. & Tis., od ob y. +d 
dvoua, fr. ABC and many curss. [add Scr. a, b, 
c, d, e, f, h, j, k, 1, mJ, confirmed by internal 
evidence. I would also read ro BifAlw, fr. 
ABC and 20 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, 
g, h, k, 1, m, n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. As respects 
rou before écppay., in ABC and nearly the 
same curss., | should be disposed to receive it, 
were it not for reasons which I have alleged. 

10. On further consideration of the much- 
debated point of reading in this verse, I con- 
tinue of the same opinion, namely, that the text 
of Tis. is quite inadmissible, and that of Ln. 
much the same; but on another ground, that of 
the evidence being ill-founded and factitious. 
That the text had, at a very early period, got into 
much confusion, is evident, and that it was never 
quite extricated from it is plain. What can 
havo induced Tis., even in his 3d edn, to pre- 
sent the text in so miserably curtailed a form as 
to make stark nonsense, I cannot imagine. No 
one is better able to discern what it was that 
occasioned this, namely, the recurrence of the 
words ele alyuadwaiay, and, added to this, the 
scribe’s stumbling at the feoo verbs which point 
the denunciation, and reading them wrongly, as 
oft elsewh., since ayeew & tyew, dvayay & 
andy are oft confounded. At the next 
clause (prob. formed on our Lord’s words at 
Matt. xxvi. 52) Tis., in his 2d edn, fell into the 
same lapee as in his Ist, and from the same 
cause, namely, that of following MSS. miserably 
defective ; though in his 3d he has got right 
by restoring t. rec., founded as it is on Banda 
competent number of ancient curses. On the 
whole, the original and true reading of the pas- 
sage seems to be: El rie sie alyparteciuy 
i (or dvdyat) ele alyuarwotav brayat’ 
sivit iv payaipa dwoxtevai (or awoxrivver), 
Cet abrdv iv payaipa dwoxravOivar, Why 
I prefer dyae I have already shown, though the 
cvvaye:, found in the great body of the MSS., 
seems to point at dvdyes, ‘carries off, away,’ as 
prob. the true reading, and thus better matches 
u@aye:, of which the true sense (hitherto un- 
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perceived) is, ‘goes off,’ lit. ‘ skulks off.’ — The 
view which I have taken is confirmed and illus- 
trated by Jer. xv. 2, Sept.—which passage must 
have been in the mind of St. John,—though in 
applying the words he gives another turn to the 
expression, changing the form from destination 
to denunciation: Tdde Aéyer Kipsos’ “Ooo 
els Oavaroy, ele Cavator’ wai Sov: ele payxar- 
pay, els udyatpay’ Kul oor ele alyuadtwciap, 
els alyuadwoiay. 

12. For the second wuset, Matth. & Tis. edit 
éwoie:, from B and 23 curss. {add Scr. a. b,c, 
d, e, f, h, j, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3): while Gr., Sch., 
& Ln. retain wose?, rightly, since both external 
authority and internal evidence unite in its 
favour, inasmuch as the e prob. arose fr. the az 

ronounced « just before. For caro. év avrg, 

b., Tis., & Treg. edit éy avdry xarot., fr. 
AB and 20 curses. {add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, g, h, j, 
k, 1, m,n): while Ln. retains the ordinary posi- 
tion, which has internal evidence in its favour. 
I would now read, with La. & Tis., epocauns}- 
cove., though on slender authority, namely, 
AC and 4 curss. [add Ser. f, k, 1), yet con- 
firmed by internal evidence. _.. 

13. The reading which I have here edited is 
that adopted by Griesb., Matth., Sch., & Words., 
founded on B and 30 curss. [excl. of 5 Ser. 
MSS. & Mus. l, 2, 3], confirmed by internal 
evidence, from its being the more difficult read- 
ing. That adopted by Ln. & Tis., founded on 
AC and 4 curss. (and differing from the t. rec. 
only in the position of é« tov opavov), is quite 
against internal evidence. 

14. I cannot, with Ln. & Tis., adopt eixdvay, 
on such insufficient authority as A alone, not 
compensated by internal evidence, inasmuch es 
at xiv. 9 & 1], not even A presents elycxas. 
In fact, it is entitled to no more attention than 
the pijvay of A (alone), also ed. by Tis. For 6, 
Ln. & Tis. read dy, fr. ABC and 5 curss. [add 
Scr. m, nJ: but the deficiency of cures. makes 
me suspect that the reading arose from error of 
scribes. I am not indisposed to receive, with 
Ln. & Tis., nayaipyns here, and payaiprn supr. 
v. 10, since as in other passages where this form 
occurs, it is almost confined to A & C, though 
once or twice extending to B. See my note on 
Heb. xi. 34, where I have treated at large on 
this and similar forms. 

15. I still retain t. rec. ri» sladva, which Tis. 
restored to his text after having in his Ist edn 


read rq alxcv:, which reste on B and 30 cures., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, m, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3. This he bas in his edn re- 


tained, defending this double change by the dry 
remark: * Conf. ad v. 4 et 14. 7, ubi similiter 
testes permulti accusativum subetituerant; 
accus. vero ubi positas est, ut vv. 8 & 12. 14. 9, 
et 11, multo pauciores dativum maluerunt," 
which has too much of special pleading to de 
satisfactory. “Iva before dwoxr. is cancd by 
Tis. & Treg., fr. B and 20 curss. [add Scr. a, b, 
c, e, f, j, k, m,n, Mus. 1, 2,3}. Iam di 

to bracket, not cancel it, since the variety of 
paca may have occasioned the word to be 
ost. 

16. I would still edit rd uéreowor, in coa- 
sideration of the strong ee it, 
namely, A and 20 curas., excl. of Ser. a, b, c, d, 
e, f, g, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 3, confirmed by all 
the copies at the parallel xx.4. The roe 
perwwou of C, Areth., & Caten., was a mere 
correcn to suit re xerpos. As it is, however, 





REVELATION XIII. 17—XIV. 11. 


we must render ‘on the hand,’ and ‘upon the 
forehead.”,, 

17. «ai ought not to have been cancd by 
Griesb. & Ln., nor even brackd by Treg. —espy 
on such elender authority as C and 3 cures. {add 
Scr. h, nj, inasmuch as it was evidently ex- 
punged by critics unacquainted with its force,— 
which is copulative and emphatic, equiv. to ‘and 
also likewise.” See my Lex. in v. I am still 
averse to ripe Seis, with Tis. 2 & 3, dbvarai, fr. 
B and not a few curss. [add Ser. b, c, f, 1, n, & 
Mus. 1, 2], since internal evidence, weighed 
aright, is against it—inasmuch as it was more 
likely to be an error of scribes, than a slip in 
Grecism by St. John, considering that as there is 
no present tense ing, it would involve 
barbarism. Vain is it to appeal to Gal. iv. 17 
& 1 Cor. iv. 6, to furnish reasons for, as will 
ape from the notes there. 

8. I have double-brackd the 4 canced by Ln. 
& Tis., fr. AB and many cursas., excl. of Ser. 
a, b,c, e, f,g, h, j, k, 1, m, n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, 
confirmed by internal evidence. I would now 
also double-bracket ro» before vouy, fr. ABC & 
30 cures, {add Scr. a, b, c, e, f, g, h, j,k, 1, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3), confirmed by internal evidence. 


XIV. 1. The vd which I inserted rests on 
the strongest authority, ABC and 24 curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, e, f, g, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 
1, 2, 3. Tis. has now adopted the readin 
éords, to which, after summing up, pro an 
con, the evidence, I finally gave the preference : 
see more in my note on Matt. xxiv. 15. ‘Eords, 
which has been adopted by Tis., and after him 
by Treg., is, I apprehend, the least entitled to 
reception. See my note. I still retain the in- 
serted words avrovu xai td dvopuc, fr. ABC and 
above 30 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b,c, d, @, f, g, 
h, j, m, n, & Mus. J, 2, 3, confirmed, as they 
are, by internal evidence. 

2. I have adopted, with Ln. & Tis., § peovi) 
iv ixovca, fr. ABC and 34 cures. [add Scr. a, b, 
c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3}, con- 
firmed, on the whole, by internal evidence. 

3. os before wéijy is cancd by Tis., fr. B and 
30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, h, j, k, 1, m, & 
Mus. 1,2, 3), with several verss., Andr. & Areth., 
Orig. & Method. But internal evidence being 
equally balanced (see note supr. vi. 6), I was 
scarcely justified in even bracketing it. The 
word was prob. expunged for 00 sol ga of 
removing a tautology with the ws before «:€ap. 
just before, which, however, was removed by 
other critics, who retained the ws here. 

4. The 2d «loi» is cancd by La. & Tis., fr. 
AC, but no curss.; and [ can only add Scr. g; 
and from the state of the evidence, as shown in 
the MSS., I cannot but suspect that it was ex- 
punged by critics. That Tis. 3 should, with 

n., have read bwayat, fr. only AC and 2 curss. 
(to which, however, I add Scr. 1, m, nj, is to me 
surprising, espy since the éav, for dv, rightly 


adopted by Tis. 2, fr. B and many curss. [add. 2) 


Scr. a, b, c, d,e, f, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3] 
(though wrongly altered to d», in his 3d edn), 
forbids the use of the pres. indic. 

5. For dcdos, Wevdor rests on the authority 
of ABC and 40 curss., excl. of nearly all the 
Scr. MSS. & Mus. 1, 2, with some verses. & 
fathers, as Orig. 2, Jerome, Andr., & Areth. 
The yap after duwpuov ought not to have been 
caned by Ln., nor even brackd by Treg., on the 
insufficient authority of AO and one curs. (to 


339 


which I can add nothing), and ayainst internal 
evidence. I have double-brackd the words éva- 
woy Geov, on the same strong authority as that 
which exists for the genuinences of yap. 

6. a@dAov is omd in B & 29 curss. [add Ser, 
a, b, c, d, e, f, j, k, n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3}, with 
some late verss., also Orig., Andr., & Areth. 
It was marked for removal by Griesb., and was 
not inserted in the edd. of Ald. & Colin; but it 
cannot be dispensed with, and was merely left 
out by inadvertence of scribes, who prob. used 
copies in which was written a@yyeAov aGA)Xop, as 
in 2 or 3 yet extant, which occasioned the omis- 
sion of dAAev. On further consideration of the 
state of the evidence, and the nature of the con- 
text, I am induced to edit, without hesitation 
er qualification, ebayy. éwi Tube Kalnuévous— 
kai éwi way, internal evidence confirming strong 
external, inasmuch as «aOnu. is quite Johan- 
nean, and the repetition of éwi quite in St, 
John's manner, at least in this book. 

7. év before mary ought not to have been 
cancd by Ln., on the authority of A alone. It 
may have been removed by a critic as better 
away; and the idiom does not occur in the 
Gospels, Acts, & Epistles; but it was more 
prob. lost by inadvertence of scribe. It was 
not likely to be dropped by St. John himeelf, 
since he uses it further on, vv. 9 & 15, and prob. 
at xviii. 2. It also occurs, though very rarely, in 
the Sept., e. g. 2 Kings xix. 4; while the simple 
dat. is rather frequent, so that the idiom is 
almost peculiar to St. John. 

8. On further consideration, I would now, 
after dAAos, add devrepor, fr. AB and 25 cures., 
excl. of Scr. a, b,c, d, ©, f, bh, k, 1, n, and Mus. 
1,2, 3. The 2d éwece ought not to have been 
cancd by Matth. & Treg., fr. BC and 29 cures, 
[add Ser. a, b,c, d, e, f,j, k, Mus. 1, 2, 3], since 
it was more likely to be removed than, as Treg., 
I presume, supposes, inserted, namely, fr. infr. 
xviii. 2, since there, too, B, with the same 
amount of curss., and very nearly the same Scr. 
and indeed Mus. copies, present the sizgle iwec. 
Besides, the double éwece is called for by Isa, 
xxi. 9 (which was doubtless in the mind of St. 
John), wéxrrwxev wiwtwxevy BaBvdwy, in the 
Vat. B, and almost all the copies exc. A, which 
has the single wéwr., an Alexn correcn. The 
authority for Aéyev, wh. I edited, consists of 
all the uncials, and all] the curss. of any account, 
excl. of 12 Scr. MSS, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, together 
with Andr. & Areth., confirmed by internal 
evidence. ’Ev ought not to have been cancd by 
Ln., on the authority of A alone. It may have 
been removed by a critic as better away; and 
the idiom does not occur in the Gospels, Acts, 
& Epistles; but it was more prob. lost by in- 
advertence of acribe. It was not likely to be 
lost by homeotel. I still exclude 9 weéXks, 
and insert 4, the former fr. ABC and many 
curss. {add 12 Ser. & my 3 Mus. a the 
latter fr. BC & 10 curas. [add Scr. g, & Mus. 1, 
. The Sve was a marg. schol., which at length 
pushed out the 7. 

10. F cannot yet admit either of the emenda- 
tions of Ln. & Tis., internal evidence discoun- 
tenancing both. The dyiey, now cancd by Tis., 
was lost by the variety of position. 

1]. I would now, with Ln. & Tis., adopt eis 
aly. alév. dvaBaivet, fr. ABC and 30 curss. 
add Scr. a, b,c, d, e, f, g, h,j, k, 1, 0, & Mus. 

, 2, 3], Andr. & Areth., Syr. vers., & some 
ancient copies of the Vig. 


x x2 
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12, I have sineeey inserted the 4, on strong 
authority, namely, ABC and 20 curss., excl. of 
Ber. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, 
and shd be ready to exclude wde, on even 
less strong evidence for its absence, did I not 
pause at the fact, that its removal only increases 
the difficulty of tracing a connexion between the 
two clauses, and fixing any satisfactory sense to 
the latter. Hence | cannot but suspect thet 
the «dé, however corrupt a reading, really 
stands for and points at anotter which may have 
been the original reading, namely, ofés, sc. eloiv! 

. d. ‘Those are the persons (the true saints) 

ose who evince themselves such by keeping, 
&c. The wee and olde are elsewh. confounded 
and interchanged by the scribes. See Lk. xv. 
17, xvi. 25, and 1 Cor. iv. 2. Thus the ofée 
will have a very emphatic sense, meaning those 
persons xat’ éEoyqv, as in Hom. Od. xiv. 89, 
otée d2 wai tt toate, g. d. Those are persons 
who especially know what is what. have 
double-brackd jos, on the strongest authority, 
which I conld materially confirm. 

13. The view which I have heretofore taken of 
dvawaja., ed. by Lu. & Tis., as considering it a 
mere barbarism arising from error of scribes, I 
find was also taken by the very Jearned Bast. 
on Gregor. de Dial. 736, Schaef. There is, 
however, sufficient evidence to prove the word 
not a mere barbarism, afforded by the three exx. 
of dvawajva: adduced by Wets. from Greg. M. 
Dial. i. 10, Doroth. Doctr. § 7, & a Greek in- 
scription A.D. 376, év slonvy dwaran, also of 
dvamwderat and dvawaouevos in two passages 
of the Farnesian inscrr., also in 2 others, cited by 
Dind. on Steph. Thes. in v. wavouar, fr. Macar. 
& Greg. Nyes. Yet those passages only show that 
it was areal form, doubtless of very late and 
low QGrecism of common life. We have to 
prove its existence in the age of St. John, since 
nothing less can justify its reception into the 
text of N. T. As the case now stands, we must 
ascribe this reading to the scribes of A and C, 
who have elsewh. favoured us with other equal] 
choice /ectiones singulares. That they were well 
acquainted with the form, and prob. in the con- 
stant use of it, can prego be doubted, since 
vestiges of it appear in the middle ages, its 
existence being attested by Meurs. in his Glosse 
Gracobarbare where he adduces dvawayie, 

read dvamwacis) dvawavois. For 68, Ln. & 

reg., not Tis., edit yay, from AC and 3 curss. 
ae Scr. g]; but it seems a mere crit. correcn 
ike that of the same editors at Mk. xiv. 2, from 
BCDL alone; nay, also by Tis. and Al., but 
only by taking for granted that 62 was intro- 
duced fr. || Matth. it is more probable that in 
both passages yap crept in by error of scribes, 
the abbreviations for the two words being often 
confounded by them, though more frequently 
interchanged by critics unaware of the peculiar 
usage of yap, and even of 62, which here is not 
simply continuative, but serves to present some 
new circumstance, as at Mk. vii. 20, Lk. xxiii. 
17, Joh. vi. 17, xi. 2, xix. 23, so that the idiom 
is ae Johannean. 

4. I would now, with Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tis., 
read xa0:juevoy Suoroy, fr. ABC and 30 curss., 
excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f,g,h, k, m, n, & 
Mus. 1, 2, Vig. and Cop. verss., Andr. & 
Areth., confirmed by internal evidence, as pre- 
senting the more difficult construcn. Tis. 3 
adopts vidy, fr. AB and 15 curss. [add Scr. b, 
c, d, f,k, & Mus. 1, 2), and he secks to confirm 


REVELATION XIV. 12—XV. 4 


it from the same idiom sspra i. 13, but in vain, 
as will ap fr. my note there. fact, the 
reading vidv is alone valuable, as pointing at 
the most ancient and perhaps the genuine read- 
ing, namely, viov, found in N 26, and doubtless 
other copies; and internal evidence is in ite 
favour, as being a very rare, but Johannean, 
constrn, occurring sepr. ix. 19, and Joh. viii. 55, 
where see my note. For tye xepadae, I am 
now inclined to read, with Ln. & Tis., ri» 
xedadny, fr. A and 10 curses. {add Scr. a, b, d, 
e, k, n, & Mus. 1}: but the evidence is not so 
strong or certain as to demand its i aoe 
though it occurs supr. ix. 4, 7, infr. xix. 1: 

1d. For wey. mwvg, I would now read, with 
Ln. & Tis., pwoy usy., fr. ABC and Mus. 1, 2, 
3, as required by antiquity and weight of testi- 
mony. I have already excluded ous, on equally 
competent authority. Though authority is so 
strong for the absence of rou before Oepica:, 
yet I shd not feel justified in bracketing it, 
since internal evidence is, as | have shown at 
large, quite in its favour, the infin. preceded by 
Tov, espy where purpose is predicated, being 
confined to the later and less pure Greek writers, 
& being both Alexandrian and Hellenistic Grk, 
perureing very oft in the Sept., and oft in the 
N. T., where, however, the rou has occasionally, 
as pore; been removed in order to polish the 
style. 

16. I cannot adopt, with Ln. & Treg., for rie 
vepéAnv, tH veéAns, from only A and 3 
cures. [add Ser. j], since that is forbidden by 
me vTHhyv vepernw edited at v.14 by Lan. & 


TE. &5X6, is cancd by Ln., fr. A, but wrongly, 
since it was evidently erpuxged by a critic to 
remove tautology, and introduce a more com- 
pact construcn. The change of xpavyy to 
geovy by Ln. and also by Treg., fr. AB & I 
curs. [add Scr. c, g, & Mus. 4), is, like the 
other, a mere crit] correction, such as @wy_Acay 
at Mk. i. 26, also ed. by Ln. & Tr., and even by 
Tis. & Al. But see my note. Tis. 3 now 
adopts hxuacey n oradvAn tHe ye, from B 
and 25 curss. [add Scr. b, c, d, e, f, j.1, m, 
Mus. 1, 2, 3): and internal evidence being in its 
favour, I would admit it. The reading is in- 
deed placed beyond doubt by Matt. vi. 16, 
where see my note, 


XV. 2. Tam not disposed to adopt, with Tis. 
3, uxovyras here, fr. C only, any more than 
vicouy supr. ii. 7 & 17, fr. BC and AC, and in 
all 3 passages without any curse. See my note 
there. I would now domble-bracket ix row 
Xup. avrov, cancd by Gr., Sch., La., & Tis, 
fr. ABC and about curss. [add Scr. b, c, d, 
e, f, g, h, j,k, 1, and Mus. 1, 2, 3], confirmed 
by internal evidence, inasmuch as the words 
seem a mere addtiamentum derived from a 
schol. or Grk commentator, and suggested, as 
Beng. supposes, fr. supr. xiii. 17. 

3. Before dovAow Ln., Words., & Treg. prefix 
vou, fr. A and 9 curss. [add Scr. h, n), & Andr.; 
but wrongly, since it seems a mere erst. correca 
suggested by the comm. of Andreas, though one 
utterly unfounded, since the art. is ey 
at a name of office like dudA. For ray ayiav 
still read roy é0vav, fr. AB & 40 curses, excl. 
of Scr. b, c, d, e, f, h, j, 1, m, n, & Mus. 4, 2, 3, 
confirmed by the matter of the next verse, and, 
as I have shown, by internal evidence. 

4. F cannot yet coneent to exclude os, on 





REVELATION XV. 6—XVI. 4. 


such slender authority es ABO and 5 curss., 
and that not Saba tig ei by internal evidence, 
which is agasnst the absence of the word, inas- 
much as the pronouns we & ce are oft omd by 
acribes, esp. after words whose terminations 
might, as here, absorb the pronoun. 1am not 
sure that the oz would not be expunged by 
critics to remove a cacophony. For that cause 
oe was removed to be ov wn in Scr. g. In 
f both oe and xvproe are removed. There were 
prob. other alterations of position. All which 
Sacts easily account for the pronoun being lost. 
I cannot, with Lu. and Tis., adopt déoface:, fr. 
ABC and 15 curss. [add Scr. g, m,n], since 
strong as is the authority, internal evidence is 
against it, and I suspect that —oe: aroee from 
stacism, which might be expected in A and C, 
As respects the B, it has (teste Muto) dofacy. 
For dcr0r, &ysoe found in B and 30 curss, 
{add Scr. b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m), & read by 
Matth., is worthy of attention, but not adoption, 
espy since it is prob. a mere crit. correcn. 

6. Tis. 3 edits é&#XOa», fr. C alone; but see 
my note on 2 Joh. 7. I have, with Ln. & Tis., 

Sgt ol before éyovres, on the authority of 
AC and 12 curss. [add Ser. c, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m, 
n, and Mus. 1, 2, 3}, confirmed by internal evi- 
dence. As respects the words é« Tot vaop, 
cancd by Tis. here, but retained by him at xvi. 
], I am induced to double-bracket them in the 
present passage, and single-bracket them in the 
other. The great superiority in external autho- 
rity for the first occasions me to make 
this distinction. I would now double-bracket 
«al before Aauwp., cancd by Gr., Sch., Ln., & 
Tis., fr. ABC and 25 curse, (add Scr. c, d, o, f, 
g: h, j, k, J, m, n, and Mus. 1, 2, 3), confirmed 

internal evidence. The same holds good at 
xix. 8, where see note. 

8. Before xawvod Tis, 3 prefixes éx roi, fr. 
B and 25 curss. (add Scr, a, d, e, f, j,k, m, and 
Mus. 1, 2), but I cannot ratify so precarious a 
criticism. Nor can I bring myself to believe 
that St. John would ever have used so unheard- 
of a construcn, and espy here, where surely ¢tro 
éx's were full measure. As to Tischendorf’s 
seeking to support his reading from the Pesch. 
Syr., Andr., & Areth., there is not an atom of 
proof that the Pesch. Syr. translators had éx 
ov in their copies, any more than kad Jerome. 
They merely filled up with a as our transl. 
with of. As to Andr, & Areth., there is no 
proof that hey read as in B. They both avow- 
edly (as Matth. proves) removed, Andr. the 2nd 
éx, also abs. in 4 or 5 curss., and the Lat. cod. 
Demid.; and Areth., the 3d éx, also omitted in 
the very ancient cod. Seidel. Of course, they 
had neither of them Tischendorf's text, but read 


wai iy. 6 vads ix xanvou Go=ns kai THs Suv. 


XVI. 1. I would now read pey. qeov., fr. 
ABC and above 20 curss., excl. of Ser. a, b, c, 
d, f, g, & Mus. 1,2. 'Exydéera is wrongly read 
by Ln. & Treg., fr. AC and 2 curss., it being a 
mere barbarism, prob. originating in a blunder 
of scribes, the four copies which contain it being 
full of such lectiones singulares. Before dyyé- 
Aore I have inserted awa, on the strongest 
authority, to which I could materially add. Tis. 
has now restored the «ai after bwaysra, rightly, 
as will appear fr. my note supr. x. 8. See also 
note on Matt. xviii. }5, and comp. Mk. vi. 38, 
xvi. 17. 

2. For éwi and als, 1 would now read els and 


-ing in the copy of the AEthiopic and Co 
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éwi, with Ln. & Tis., onezont authority, which 
I can further confirm from 10 Scr. copies and 
Mus. ], 2, 3, with the added support of internal 
evidence. 1] would aleo read, on even stronger 
grounds, as confirmed by the Scr. & Mus. copies, 
pookuy. Ty alcove abou. 

3. I would now single-bracket dyysXor, cancd 
by Ln. and Tis., fr. AC 18,—hardly sufficient 
evidence to warrant expungement. To advert 
to a point of far greater difficulty of decision, I 
have heretofore suspected that {wie was an 
error of scribes, who, having {woa in their 
original, mistook it for (#72; or that John may 
have written {ioa, and that some critics, 
stumbling at the expression, cancd Y@ca, while 
others altered it to (we. There was, however, 
nothing to be justly stumbled at in {@oa, un- 
usual as the expression may be. Internal evi- 
dence, too, is quite in favour of Ywis, the diffi- 
culty of which reading might casil jead to its 
change into {wea by critics who had in mind 
Gen. ii. 7, xai évedioncev ele Td wWpdcwwoy 
avTou Tvony (wis, xal éyéivero GvOpwros ele 
Weynv Caoay, and Gen. i. 24, ii. 19. What 
confirme this suspicion, as to the origin of Yaca, 
is, that the very same change was made by the 
same class of critics, supr. vii. 17, odiynoss 
avrobs éwl (wys wnyas vdarwy, where that 
(wie, not Ywoas, is the true reading, all critics 
are now agreed. As respects the +a after 
awiGauvey, inserted by Matth., Gr., Ln., Tis., 
& Treg., fr. AC alone (to which I can add no- 
thing), it rests on authority too insufficient to 
warrant adoption. as incapable of any sense, such 
as St. John was likely to express in this most 
obecure short-cut manner, the objectionableness 
of which has been ably set forth by Bode in 
his Pseudo-Crit. in loc. and by Matthei. The 
reading is, in short, of no other value than as 
showing at what an early period the Greek text 
had got into confusion, and had prob. then lost 
a no unimportant element of truth ; for the 7a, 
while pointing out something, ie of itself no- 
thing. As to whut was the original reading, we 
are left very much in the dark. I have, howr, 
little doubt that it was this: xal waca Wu 
{wis dwédave, xaO’ a iv ry Oad., which in full 
would stand thus: xa’ & ({@a) év rH Bad. 
(6vra), ‘as regards the animals that were in 
the sea.’ Such scems to have been the read- 
tic trans- 
lation, ‘ que in mari erant,’ and so the Pesch. 
Syr. vers. represents in some copies, while 
others represent dwéQave twp iy +. 0., a8 we 
now find in N 28, & Scr. n,—evidently a cor- 
recn for greater plainness, placed over what may 
be supposed to have been the original reading, 
xa’ &, which, it seems, passed into xara, and 
xavra, and then simply, the «ai being thus use- 
less, into ré. The t. rec. evidently aroee fr. a 
correcn for platnness, which other critics thought 
to improve upon by removing {oa as to ite 
construcn. To adopt {w7s, while at the same 
time placing it in brackets, as Treg. does, is 
futile. He must have meant to bracket Yaa, 
as I have heretofore done. But 1 would now 
bring in re (ns furnishing a certain portion of 
the true reading), though obelizing it. 

4. Ln. & Treg. ought not to have caned the 
2d ele, fr. AC & 4 curss. [add Scr. g, h], since the 
authority for removal is insufficient, and not 
compensated by internal evidence, the repetn of 
the preposition being quite Jobannean, though 
its removal was such as would be likely to occur 
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to critics, 'Eyédyvowro for iyivero, adopted by 
Ln. fr. A 36 (add Scr. gj, was a mere correcn of 
some shallow critic unaware of the peculiarity 
of the idiom, harsh indeed, but altogether Jo- 
hannean. 
5. I still double-bracket «vpie, on the 
weightiest testimony, strengthened by all .thé 
Scr. copies and Mus. 1, 2,3. The same remark 
applies to «ui 6, which I would now doudle- 
bracket, as also the yap at v. 6, fr. ABC and 
35 cures. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, bh, k, 1, m, 
n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3]. The asyndeton, however 
harsh, at least here, is Johannean. Aégdwxac 
just before adopted by Ln. & Tis., fr. AC, is 
deserving of attention, but not adoption, on such 
slender authority, to which I can add nothing. 
As to wiv for wieiv, at next ver., adopted by Ln., 
it ia, as will appear fr. note on Joh. iv. 7, in- 
admissible. Were there more authority for wei 
than AC (alone), (adopted, howr, by Tis. 3), I 
shd unhesitatingly receive it, since it is found 
in Joh. iv. 7, 9, lo, in ABCDL, and is there 
adopted by Ln. and Tis., but rejected by AL, 
whether rightly, I cannot say. For my own 
part, F am now disposed to receive it as resting 
on most ancient testimony, confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence, as existing in its churucter as 
eb Syr.) Greek, and a term of ordinary 
ife; though whether it came from St. John in 
such a cropped state as wiv, | doubt. 

On more mature consideration of the dis- 
puted question of reading here, I come to this 
conclusion, that t. rec: is quite indefensible, the 
authority for the absence of d\Aov é« being ex- 
ceedingly strong, and confirmed by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as the worde were far more 
likely to be interpolated than expunged. Yet I 
cannot bring myself to believe that St. John 
ever left the passage in such a state as that pre- 
sented in those ancient MSS. What, then, it 
may be asked, did he write? I answer, what is 
found in B, as Mai attests, and Tis. admits, 
pamely, xui fjxovea éx rou Ouc. Aéy. And 
so I find it in the Compl. ed. And that it was 
in the text as early as the 6th century is proved 
by Andr., and very long before, as appears fr. 
the Sah. and Cop. verss., & Cod. Amiat. of 
the Vulg, and several other very ancient copies 
thereof Ss phi by Ruperti, as aleo Bede’s MS., 
to which I add the Vlg. vers. in the Compl. Pe 
Iyglot. Thus, then, I apprehend, St. John left 
the passage, in which we have only to suppose 
the frequent ellip. of ros. The revisers, how- 
ever, of the middle ages, not thinking the refer- 
ence by el/ip. sufficient, obtruded dAXAov from 
those other lar es where it appears. See xiv. 
6, 8, 9, 15, 17, 18, of which v. 15 & 18 were in 
the mind of the revisers. I have only to add 
that the view I have taken is strongly confirmed 
by a passage strikingly similar, but the sense more 
evolved, ix. 13, xai fxovca puwvip—ix Tv TeG- 
capwy Keparwy Tov Ovatacrnpiov—aAsyougay, 

8. For dvOpwwrous éy wupi, tv wupi tubs 
av0, is read by Matth., fr. B and 18 curss. [add 
Scr. a, b, c, 6, j, k, J, m, & Mus. 2), with Andr. 
& Areth. ; ad is very possibly the true read- 


ing. 

9. After B\aod. I would now insert, with 
Tis., ol dvO@pwwo, fr. B and 30 curss., excl. of 
Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, h,j, k,1,m, and Mus. 1, 2, 
3, with Syr., Ar. vv., Andr. & Areth., con- 
firmed by internal evidence, inasmuch as they 
were far more likely to be repeated by St. John, 
than expunged by critics. I would now remove 


REVELATION XVI. 5—17. 


the ri before ¢Eouc., for which there was not 
sufficient authority to warrant its adoption, ap- 
propriate as the art. may here be. 

10, I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., for 
éuacec., éuanaweto, fr. AC and many curse. 
ea more than have been noted)—add 

r. a, b, d, f,g, h, k, & Mus. 1, & Cov. 2,— 
also demanded by propriety of diction, since, as 
Dind. on Steph. Thes. in v. observes, ‘‘ though 
the form oo oft occurs in many copies, yet it 
is always by error of scribes.” The single o is 
attested by the best copies of the purest Gr. 
writers; not to say that it is also found in the 
best copies of the later Gr. writers, as Theoph., 
Dioscor., and Philostr., also Jos. Bell. vi. 3, 3, 
& Lucian, Ocyp. 122, Sept. in Job xxx. 5, in 
AB. So that there is no doubt that the oe 
sprang either fr. the revieers of the middle ages, 
or even the ascribes, accustomed to ao in the 
ordinary pronunciation and spelling. 

12, For t. rec. avaroAwy, retained by Gr., 
Sch., Ln., & Tis., Treg., after Matth., adopts 
—#s, fr. BC and 30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, c.d,e, 
f, g,j, k,1,m, Mus. 1, 2, 3), Andr. & Ar.,— 
strong authority, and rather confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence. The reading —s occurs supr. vii. 
2, in all the copies exc. A and No. 90, for which 
Ln. reads —wy, while at xxi. 13 he retains t. 
rec., fr. AC and many cums., though of little 
weight; whereas avaroXcv, ed. by Matth., Gr., 
Sch., & Tis., reats on B and 30 ancient curss., 
excl. of the best Scr. copies, and Mas. 1, 2, 3, 
confirmed by internal evidence, where there is 
no adjunct las 4Afov), and where the meaning is 
simply the quarter of the heavens, according to 
the constant usage of both the clase. writers 
and the Sept., which calls for the plur. —esv. 

13. For duota Barg., I still read we Barpa- 
xor, fr. AB and 35 curses., with all the Ser. 
copies, & Mus. I, 2, confirmed by internal 
evidence. 

14. For da:udveyv, Ln. and Tis. edit éarpo- 
vieov, fr, AB & 25 curss, [add Ser. a, b, c, d, e, f, 
g,j, k, l,m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3]. And it occurs 
again at xviii. 2, in AB, but without any sub- 
joined curses. I can, however, adduce Scr. g, 
& Areth., in consideration of which difference 
in external authority, Tis., while admitting it 
here, excludes it there, but, I apprehend, on in- 
sufficient grounds for such a distinction. The 


. reason he assigns for editing dutnovlew kere, I 


apprehend, is not insufficient there, since we 
cannot fully depend on the reports of the curss., 
nor, had the scribes been so exact as to make us 
implicitly rely on their reading, would it avail 
in a case of such extremely minute difference 
as this. There was no need for the critics to have 
tampered with t. rec. tHe tu. ixciv. TH pey., 
by variously representing the order, which in 
the end occasioned the omtssion of the emphatic 
éxaivyns corresponding to rdv before woA.—in- 
somuch that there was no reason why Treg. 
should have even brackd ixelyns, whereas La. 
erred in both ways, by needless change of order, 
and by unjustifiable expungement. Add to 
this that the authority for aay change was very 
slender, namely, A and 3 curss. 

16. I would now, with Tis., edit "Appayeder, 
on strong authority as s —yedwy, but not 
for ‘Apu—, for which Tis. only adduces the 
Cod. Amiat. of the Vlg. I can, however, con- 
firm it from Scr. g & m, curse. of very ancient 


text. 
17. I have adopted iwi, for els, fr. AB and 


REVELATION XVI. 18—XVIII. 2. 


30 curss. [add Scr. a, b, d, e, g, j, k,],m, Mus. 1, 
2], with Andr., Ar., & Cat. After gwey the 
peyaAn ought not to have been cancd by Ln., 
fr. A and 2 cures. The omission prob. arose fr. 
error of scribe. The é« for adwo, in A and 5 
curss. [add Scr. g], and injudiciously adopted by 
Ln. & Treg., was a mere crit. alteration to re- 
move tautology. I have single-brackd rou ovpa- 
vou, caned by Gr., Ln., & Tis., fr. A and 3 
curss. [add Scr. f, g], with Vig., Cop., Syr., & 
Ar. verss., & Caten. But inte evidence 
does not decidedly confirm their abeence. The 
words may have been interpolated fr. xi. 19, xiv. 
17, but if so, why was there not written év rw 
ovpavw, as there? Hence, I cannot help sus- 
pecting that some critics stumbled at the ob- 
scure brevity of rou otpavou for Tou év ovpuve, 
which, if written, would have overloaded the 
diction, and accordingly erpuxged the words, as 
did prob. some at xi. 19, where even without 
any authority Treg. brackets the words. 

18. Gr., Sch.. ‘Ln., & Tis. edit dorpawai 
wai pewval xai Boorrai, fr. A and several curas. ; 
while Matth. edits dorp. xai Bp. xai dwy., fr. 
several curss. {add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, k, 1), 
and that such was the text of the archetype of 
B, I doubt not, since Scr, a, !, Lam. 1186, & Cov. 
2, almost invariably agree with B. Other varia- 
tions occur in other copies. It is much the 
tame at supr. iv. 5, & xi. 19. The diversity, 
however, almost entirely hinges on the respective 
position of pwr. & Bo. As to dorpawal, it is 
always placed first, exc. at viii. 5, where it comes 
in last, at least in the t. rec.; though there Ln. 
& Tis. edit Bpovrai xai aarpawul xai doval, 
fr. A and several cures. ; but that seems a mani- 
fest correcn of order by critics. Internal evi- 
dence seems in favour of @wvai xai Bpovr.; but 
nothing can positively be pronounced ; nor are 
we, from the carelessness of scribes as to the 
matter of order, in a position to be quite sure of 
the original text in any of the 4 passages of this 
book. Why Treg. should have even brackd 
é-yévero, abs. fr. several curss., excl. of 10 Scr. 
copies, I cannot imagine. Internal evidence is 
so entirely against its removal, that even a far 
larger amount of external evidence for would not 
suffice to justify its removal. I would now, 
without hesitation, read, with Ln. & Tis., av- 
Opwwroe éyéi.ero, fr. A and 38, with Cop. & 
Arm. verss., internal evidence quite making up 
for slender external. 


XVII. 2. I have adopted vl xatoix. thy yi 
—avrfe, fr. AB and 25 curss. [excl. of Scr. a, b, 
c, d, oe, f, g, h, j, k, 1, m,n, & Mus. 1, 2, 3], 
with the Vig., Syr., & Arm. verss., Andr., Ar., 


& Hippol. 

3. On more mature consideration, I would 
now edit, with Tis. & Treg., yiuov ta dvo- 
pata, fr. A and 4 curss., internal evidence com- 
pensating for slender external testimony, as 
existing in the evident reference to supr. xiii. 1, 
dvopata BAaodpyuias. It may, indeed, seem 
strange that St. John should use the accus., and 
not, as elseewh., the gen.; yet he may have done 
so, since the construcn, however rare, is not 
unprecedented, inasmuch as several exx. are 
adduced by Dindorf, on Steph. Thes., from the 
later Gr. writers. Suffice it to instance Anthol. 
oe i. 17, yéuov doiBacav, & v. 35, yéipov dval- 

etay. 

7. I would now read ipw coi, with Ln. & Tis., 
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fr. AB and many curses. fei Ser. a, b, ¢, d, @, 
g, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 7 

10. I wd now double-bracket xai before o els, 
eancd by Lo. & Tis., fr. AB and many curss., 
nearly all the Scr. copies, and Mus. 1, 2, 3, con- 
firmed by internal evidence. 

1). For twayay, Ln. & Tis. read brays:, 
fr. A and one curs., to which I can add Lam. 
1186 & Mus. 2, Andr., Areth., Caten., & Iren. 
It may be the true reading; but, on the other 
hand, it may be a correcn suggested by the 


parallel passage of v. 1], where there is xo vartely 
of reading. On the force of vwayaiy, see note 
on supr. xiii. 10. 


13. I would now read éyovow yrwpuny, with 
Tis., fr. B and 25 cures., excl. of Scr. a, b, c, d, 
ec, f, j, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2,3. Icannot, with Ln. 
& Te. cancel, nor even, with Treg., bracket 
thy before é%., because, although strongly 
attested, internal evidence is against ite absence, 
repetition of the ry» being Johannean. For 
&:aéd:duwaovcry, I am now inclined to read, with 
Ln. & Tis., dsddaou, fr. AB and many curss. 
{add Scr. a, b. c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, 1, mJ, the 
Syr. & Arm., & 2 of the most ancient copies of 
the Vlg., confirmed by internal evidence. 

16. For éwi, Ln. & Tis. read «ai, fr. B and 
many curses. [add Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j, k, ], 
m, & Muse. 1,2, 3]. It is prob. the true reading; 
but how the words came to be interchanged I 
cannot imagine. To the MSS. (such as B and 
25 curss.) which after yuppiyy subjoin worjaou- 
ow avrny, add Scr. a, bh, d, e, Oh, k,1,m, & 
Mus. 1. The words xai yuuviy are indeed, so 
Tis. avers, only in the margtz of B, but Mai 
says nothing. The question is, whether the 
words, if in the margin of B, arose from the 
transcriber of the MS., or from another hand. 
I believe they came from the former, and that 
hence Mai expresses them in the text. I suspect 
that the words xai yupviny woijcovciy avTiy 
formed one line in the original, and that woujo. 
avr. were omd by homeotel. That they came 
from St. John I doubt not. 

17. Matth. ought not to have rejected, nor 
Ln. to have cancd xai wotjoai piav yuouny, 
fr. A alone, & the Vig. vers., taking for granted 
that they were interpolated from v. 13. But 
that they got into all the copies exc. one, and 
were there brought in for no particular reason, 
is incredible. The words were prob. omd by 
the early scribes, owing to the recurrence of the 
words yueuny woijoat, As to Aadreas, alleged 
for the absence of the words, they have place in 
one of the two MSS. of Andreas. They were, 
moreover, in the copy used by the framer of the 
lt. vers., whose words are: “et esse illos in 
consensu et metu.” Read, “in consensu ei et 
nutu.” So Cicero oft in phrases of this kind 
subjoins xués to voluntate, and other terms 
synonymous with consensus. 


XVIII. 1. The exclusion of «ai, and the in- 
sertion of dA\Aov, fr. AB and 25 curss., with 
several verss. & fathers, is confirmed, the former 
by Scr. a, b, c, d, e, f, g,j, k, & Mus. 1,2, 3; 
the latter by Scr. a, b, d, e, g, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2: 
and it prob. presents the genuine text. 

2. For iv loyvt hevy usy., I would now 
read, with Ln., Tis., & Treg., loyupd pwvij, 
from A and 20 curss., excl. of Scr. b, ¢, d, f, g, 
h, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, confirmed by internal 
evidence, though some of the 20 curas. are with- 
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out the éy, prob. from inadvertence of scribes. 
See supr. xiv. 7 & note. For da:udvwv, I wd 
now read, with Ln., da:uoviwy, for reasons wh. 
seo in note supr. xvi. 14. Meyutonuévov after 
axaSaproy is added by Lu., fr. A and 16 
{add Mus. 3 & Cov. 2]: but it evidently arose 
from some shallow critic, who thought it as 
necessary here as just after; but mistakingly, 
not aware that in the latter case adxa0. is used 
ceremonially of what is unclean, = forbidden 
to be used, as food. See Levit. xi. 4 seq., Deut. 
xiv. 7 seq., in the former, morally and meta- 
phorically to signify foul, depraved, to which 
PEMLONM. Sonld | be unsuitable; while to the 
other quite suitable, as denoting what is equiv. 
to psionrod, hateful, abominable ; so that the 

ings meuvacnivoy & pméutacuévov, men- 
tioned by Matth., were false corrections of cri- 
tics, whereas usuionmev. is highly suitable, as 
completing the picture, the notions of hatred 
and aboimination being cognate. See Ps. cxviii. 
62, ddiclay inlonoa cai éBéeXvEauny, and 
comp. Plut. Mor. p. 537, wrcsty xai pucar- 
rea0at. There is, however, the less reason to 
wonder at the change made by the critics, since 
of the form meuionuévos I cannot find a single 
ex. elsowh., either in the N. T., the Sept., or 
the class. writers, and even of puicoduevor I 
know only 4 exx., two of them in Lucian, the 
others in the Sept. & Symm. By wavroe 
dpviov axaBiprov is to be understood any one 
of the wild birds (comp. @xpdov occurring in A) 
forbidden to be eaten, but enjoined to be held in 
abomination. See Levit. xi. 1, 20, Deut. xiv. 12 
—19. Since, howr, St. John had here in mind 
Isa. xili. ]9-—22, espy v. 21, cai dvawavcovrar 
dxet ceipnves, kui daudvia ixet dpxricovrat 
xal voocoruncovow syxtvor ty Tots olxots 
avtawy, he had especial reference to the nighi- 
owl, or night-hawk, otherwise called the hoopoo, 
—equiv. to the hooter. 

3. rou vlvov ought not to have been cancd b 
Ln., nor even brackd by Treg., fr. AC (alone) 
& some Lat. copies. The words were prob. lost 
from the confusion into which the passage had 
got as to the order of words at an early period, 
as is attested by the state of the evidence. It is 
not omd in any of the other 4 passages parallel 
to this, namely, xiv. 8, ]0, xvi. 14, xvii. 2, and 
why here? I would now read, with Tis. 3, for 
néneoxe, wivexay, fr. AC, confirmed by rerw- 
xaoty, occurring in B and 30 curss. [add Scr. 
a,c, d, k, m, & Mus. 2, & Cov. 2], which is no 
other than a correcn of the ancient form in -a» 
to the more usual -acaiv. 

4. T would now read, with Tis. 3, éé\@Oare, 
fe. A, internal evidence entirely confirming it. 
The same cannot be said of ovyaou. in AC, read 
by him. The change of order wh. I have adopted 
here, and the reading éxoAXAn0. for AKxoXoubn- 
cav at next verse, I find confirmed by Scr. a, b, 
c, d, 6, f, g, h, j, k, 1], m, & my 3 Mus. copies. 

he exclusion of duty I find confirmed by 
9 of the Scr. copies & Mus. 1, 2. The same 
may be said of the removal of avry, and the in- 
sertion of ra before é:wAa, adopted by Tis., the 
former on strong authority, the latter on slender, 
namely, C & [5 curss. edd Lam. 1186, Mus. 
1, 2], confirmed by internal evidence. 

- For éavriy, Ln. & Tis. read abrhy, fr. 
ABC and 12 cures. [add Scr. a, b, e, j, k, ], 
Mus. 1,2]. But that is inadmissible as 8 
sense, so that I would propose to read avriy. 


REVELATION XVIII. 3—12. 


See my note. Before xa0nuac I would now, 
with Matth., Ln., & Tis., insert ore, fr. ABC 
and 25 curss. [add Scr. e, g, h, kK), confirmed by 
internal evidence, inasmuch as in a case like 
this, ore is very oft omd by scribes as super- 
fluous; and here it might by critics be removed 
both as superfluous, cad as involving a perltia Sh 
Iam still of the same opinion that xa0.@ for 
xaOnuat is prob. the genuine reading. It is 
true that the pres. tense, instead of the fut. con- 
tract for xa¥iow, might rather have been ex- 
pected. But the Apostle, it seems, having pre- 
sent to his mind Isa. xlvii. 7, 8, chose to em- 
ploy the hs tense, though he intermixed the 
pres., with reference to the elyi of the prophet, 
whose words, however, as they now stand in the 
Sept.. not a little mar the coincidence with the 
words of St. John, being, indeed, partly corrupt. 
When emended, and the sense cleared by cor- 
rected punctuation, they will stand thus: Kai 
elwae Els rov alwyva tcouat &pyovuca—Nupy 
6i dxove tTavtTa, h Tpvpepa, 4 KaOnpivy 
wemowWvta (i. e. who sittest securo and con- 
fident), 3 Aéyouca iv TH Kaptia avras" ob 
KkaOim yrHpa, i.e. I shall not sit in the posture 
of grief as a widow. vey: Lament. i. 1, was 
dxcOios povn 4 woris—tyenj0n wos xipa. 
I have, as above, removed the 9 from after 
xuOnuévy (where it was worse than useless) to 
before rpvpepa, which needed it. 

8. Kupros was injudiciously caned by Ln., 
and brackd by Treg., fr. A alone, with the Vulg. 
& JEth. verss., against internal evidence, inas- 
much as the removal of the other term, 6 Oeos, 
in at least 4 MSS., with Areth. & Primas.,, 
plainly shows that each omission arose from a 
desire to relieve a so-thought overcharged form 
of expression. For xpivev, I would now, with- 
out hesitation, adopt, with Lu. & Tis., xpivas, 
fr. ABC and 25 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, d, e, 
g, b,j, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, confirmed by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as the genuineness of «pivas 
is attested by its peculiar form, on which see my 
note on Joh. vii. 24. 

9. 1 would now read, for xAavcorra:, xArAab- 
covo.y, fr. BC and above 30 curss., excl. of 
Ser. a, b, d, e, g, h, j, k. 1, m, & Mus, ], 2, 3, 
confirmed by internal evidence. I would also, 
for iw’ autry, read éw’ ari, fr. BC and 0 
curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, d, e, g, h, j, k, 1, m, 
though with less confidence, internal evidence 
being equally balanced. 

10. 1 would now double-bracket iv, cancd by 
a & re era 32 curss., ae of Scr. 
a, b, c, d, e, g, bh, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, con- 
firmed b 7. 16. : oe os 

12. For mapyapirov, papyapirae was 
wrongly adopted by Ln., and since ty Treg., fr. 
A alone,—being prob. a mere error of scribe, or 
an itacism for wapyaplr»s, as if from papya- 
pita, perhaps a term of low and impure Greek, 
formed from Lat. margarita, @. 1 find Buaci- 
vou, for t. rec. S¥ocouv, confirmed by a)most all 
the Scr. & my 3 Mus. copies. For oypicov, 
orptxov ought not to have been edited by La. 
& Treg., since it rests on no authority thst 
could be known to them, for I find it only in 
the Mus.-Cov. 2: and it may have been in the 
original of the Lam. 1186, & Scr. c, which have 
oup. by error of scribe. The other reading arose 
from itaciem, with which Cov. 2 abounds I 
find xtvyau. with the added xai duepos con- 
firmed by some of the best Ser. & Mus. copies. 





REVELATION XVIII. 14—XIX. 7. 


14, I find dareA ero has place alsv in Ser. a,b, 
ec, e, f, g, h, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence. I would now without hesita- 
tion read, with Tis., ard ov pt) elipne. The 
reading ebpijcovery, adopted by Lan. & Treg., 
rests on only AC and 5 curss., and is so mani- 
festly falee, that the only wonder,is how it ever 
creptin. As to the point of difference between 
eUpne and the t. rec. avprone, it is precisely the 
same as that supr. ix. 2, where see my note. 

16. I would now double-bracket «ai, and fur- 
ther on edit xpueic, both on very strong autho- 
cae which Peould enlarge, confirmed by inter- 
nal evidence. I cannot part with the év before 

pua., though abs. in AB and 25 curss., besides 
Aer. a, b, c, d, e, g, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, be- 
cause iffternal evidence is against its removal. 

17. On a further and still more mature con- 
sideration of the long vexed question as to the 
true reading of this passage, I am more than 
ever decidedly of opinion, that the reading 
adopted by Matth., Gr., Sch., Ln., Tis., & Treg., 
© iwi Téxov whic», though attested by the tes- 
timony of A and 25 curss., excl. of Scr. a, b, d 
e, f, g,j, k,], m, and Mus. 1, 2, bas interna 
evidence so decidedly against it as to be inad- 
missible. The only meaning of which it is 
capable is, if sense, something so jejune and un- 
suitable to what follows, as to border on zon- 
sense. The text seems to have ata very early 

riod got into confusion, and never since to 

ave got right, espy since the critics and trans- 
lators did not discern the general purpose of the 
Apostle, and hence had no rule to go by in testing 
the value of any reading. Under such circum- 
stances, interpolation, from inal scholia & 
verss., Was sure to come in. That was evi- 
dently the case with 6 dueAos, and also, I appre- 
hend, with wAdwy, which seems to have been 
first brought in to match with éwi twy wrolwp, 
and for this reading there is no inconsiderable 
authority, to which add Scr. c, h, & Mus. 3. 
Yet that reading was thought (with reason) so 
unsatisfactory that other critical revisera sub- 
stituted iwi téwov (or roy rémov) zréwp, 
which, however, was not one whit better. Ac- 
cordingly I continue to retain t. rec., with the 
exclusion of 6 SusAos, though I suspect that dy 
has been lost after wAul ay, and by 6 iwi +. wA. 
1 understand the official person in charge of the 
vessel and its lading as supercargo; aleo by 
«uBepyv. the ship-master who had charge of the 
vans] iteelf, having the command thereof too as 
pilot (answering to our master of a ship of war), 
as well ascaptain. Ihave shown this at large 
in my note on Acts xxvii. 11, in my Recens. 
Syn. on the words +o xuBepyiry xal vavernpy, 
meaning ‘the ship-master and the supercargo,’ 
the former having the command of the sailors, 
and the direction of the working of the ship; 
the latter having power over the reding, and 
hence sometimes called Zumwopoe, as I have 
shown by many exx. fr. Xen., Plut., Philo 
Jud., & Thucyd. In the present passage the 
o in command are first mentioned, and to 
those are the crew at large, followed up 
by the explanatory adjunct, of which the mean- 
ing is, ‘ yea, such as work at, By, the sea, as an 
occupation.” So Appian, cited by Wets., vavol 
Te Xpeutvot, cal rnyv Vddaccay ipyafcurvor. 

a ixpatay here, and at v. 19, ought not to 
have been read by Ln., Words., & Treg., fr. AC 
and 2 curas. only [add Scr. g, seealso my note 
on Matt. xx. 31], nor ought raéry to have been 
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added to woda: by Ln., fr. © only. Aévyorres 
after airs I can confirm fr. 9 or 10 Scr. copies. 


I cannot, with Ln. & Tis. 3, edit Baday, fr. C 
(alone), since I find no proof of the existence of 
the form, even where we might most expect it, 
in the Sept.; and in the N. T. only one, at 
Acts xvi. 37, in BD, and éwiBaAda at Mk. xiv. 
46,in B. The reading avvg and the addition 
«cal ol can strengthen from 10 Scr. copies & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3, and both are, moreover, confirmed 
by internal evidence. 

21. MuAcwdo,ed. by Ln., Treg., & Words., fr. 
A only, isa mere error of scribe for uvAxoy, 
found in C, prob. derived from a scholium, or 
suggested by the molares of the Vuly. vers. 
Even the existence of puX:voy reste only on the 
evidence of q single paseage in Boeckh Inscrip., 
so that it may have originated in the scribe, who 
might be conversant with the form, doubtless 
one of very late and low Greek. 

23. The év before oot and the ol before 
Eutopo: ought not to have been cancd by Ln., 
fr.C and A respectively, since they were lost by 
inadvertence of scribe. 

24. For alua, aluara I can confirm from 
12 Scr. & my 3 Mus. copies. 


XIX. 1. The exclusion of «ai and the trans- 
posn of useydAny to before yr. woAdd. I now 
without hesitation adopt, fr. ABC and many | 
curss., excl. of several Ser. & my 3 Mus. copies. 
The same applies to Asycvrey just after. I 
would now not merely double-bracket «ai % 
tenn & Kupie, but for re Yew read, with Ln. 

Tis., rou Osov, fr. ABC and many curss., 
excl. of Scr. m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. 

2. Tas before xe oe is cancd by Gr., Sch., 
Ln., & Tis.,fr. A é and 20 cures. [add Scr. a, 
b, c, d, e, g, h, j, k, 1, m, & Mus, 1, 2, 3). But 
internal evidence is against the absence of the 
art., which is require by the strong expression 
implied in the article, called for by the subject- 
matter, and confirmed by its presence in the 

enge of Ezek. iii. 20, Sept., present to the 
mind of St. John. 

4, Treg. ought not to have displaced éwsoay 
by gwrecoyv, on slender authority, and against 
internal evidence, which is quite in favour of 
éweoay, resting as that does on AB*C and nota 
few ancient curas., excl. of Scr. h, j, 1, & Mus. 2, 
besides that it is confirmed by sipnxay just 
before. + Opdve, adopted fr. ABC and man 
cures., I can confirm fr. Scr. a, c, d, e, f, g, k, |, 
m, & Mus. 2. 

5. For éx, I would, on further consideration, 
now read d7d, fr. ABC and many curss., excl. 
of Scr. b, d, e, g, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2,3. On 
the same ground of ancient and weighty testi- 
mony, I would now read row Ose, which is 
somewhat confirmed by internal evidence. The 
same might seem to hold good for the expunge- 
ment of xai before of utxp.; yet internal evi-- 
dence is so strongly in its favour as to make it 
far more likely that it was lost by error of 
scribe or removed as superfluous, than ineerted. 
Hence I would retain it s#thout brackets. 

6. The 2d we ought not to have been caned 
by Ln., fr. A and 12 [add Scr. b], since it was 
evidently expunged to remove tautology; for 
which reason other critics removed the fre we. 
Aéyovras 1 find confirmed by Scr. b, d, e, f, h, 
ik 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, also jaw just after by 

. b,c, d, e, f, b, j, k, 1, m. 
7. On reconsidering the point of reading here, 


= 
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Tam inclined to with Ln. & Tis., that 
ayadXtiipev, not -wus8a, is the true reading. 
Although the evidence for it, A and 4 
curss, (ie, 18, 35, 36) [add Lam. 528 & Scr. m}, 
besides Andreas, might seem insufficient for 
proof, yet internal evidence is quite in its 
favour, inasmuch as it is difficult to account for 
it exc. on the eupeien that it is genuine; 
for to suppose, with Matth., that it arose er 
vitio scribarum, is say ag Ervlaniaer sine and that 
it was an alteration to better suit yalfpwuey, is 
taking for granted what is neither capable of 
psa 3 nor berne out by probability. It is in 
vain to urge that the active form was not in 
uso, that being refuted by Lk. i. 47, wal #yad- 
Niace vd wvsvpa mov, as found, I believe, in 
every copy. For dwpyev, Iam noy inclined to 
receive éwoouay, notwithstanding the slender 
authority for it, viz, A and 2 cures. 11 & 36 
with the best copy of Andreas. Nor is there 
involved in it any real anomaly of phraseology, 
since this use of the fut. to denote, not command; 
but desire, as resulting from what the person 
may, if he be wise, be ezpected to do, is not 
unexampled, since it occurs in Hom. Od., odd 
Kaxds Eaosat, od dvopwy. 

8. On more mature consideration of the vexed 
question of reading here, one thing seems to me 
quite certain, namely, that «ai had no place here 

_ in the original text; but in what order the 

epithets appended to Buccrvdv were placed is no 
easy matter to ascertain. The authority for 
Aanwpdv xabapov, ed. by Ln. & Tis., is very 
slender, A and 6 curss., to which I can only add 
Scr. g & 1, though confirmed by those copies 
which have Aaya. xai «a8., and those are B 
and 25 curss., excl. of Scr. b, c, d, e, f, g, h, j,1, 
m, and Mus. 1, 2, 3. Under these circum- 
stances, it would seem that we shall be justified 
in adopting Aauwpdv kabapoy as the genuine 
text. I would add that at any rate by the ex- 
clusion of the xai we are, in order to the ad- 
justment of the exegesis, called on to bring in a 
peculiar and Johannean idiom, on which I have 
already treated sup. xv. 6, and xx. ]1. Now 
Aauwpdy far better admits of the emphatic 
tense Kat’ goxty than xa@apoy. Yet the 
latter is capable of it, and indeed has it at v. 14, 
and of course may have it here, and the evidence 
. almost eared mg = meant to have it, as 

enoting the ute physical purity o - 
MESS. At the end of the verse I weal ator 
rov aylwy ioriv, fr. AB and 25 curss., excl. of 
Scr. b, c, d, e, g, b,j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. 
Andr., Ar., & Caten., confirmed by internal 
evidence. 

9. The oi which I have inserted before 4A 0., 
fr. A and 2 cures., is confirmed by the strongest 
internal evidence in its favour. It was doubt- 
less absorbed in the os preceding, and through 
the carelessness of the scribes, who were un- 
aware of the force of the art. 

10. For grscov, I would now read, with La. 
& Tis., wea, fr. A and many curss., excl. of 
Scr. b, bh, j, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, with Audr. ; 
and I would double-bracket the lst rou, fr. AB 
and 25 curss., excl. of Scr. b, c,e, g, h, j, k, 1, 
m, 1, and single-bracket the 2d rou in conside- 
ration of much smaller amount of external evi- 
dence ; though internal evidence is against the 
genuineness of both. 

"ti. I would now read, with Ln, Tis, & 
Treg. fvewyu., fr. A and | or 2 curse., internal 
evidence counterbalancing scanty external, as 


REVELATION XIX, 8—XX, 1. 


wt appear fr. my note supr. iv. 10, & Joh. ix. 


12. I would now bracket ws, cancd by Tis. 3, 
fr. B and 30 curss., exc]. of Scr. b, c, e, h, k, 1, 
& Mus. 1, 2,3. I would only stngle-bracket it, 
because internal evidence is equally balanced. — 
* 13. I would now receive xéxAnrat, because it 
is found in AB and above 20 curss. {add Scr. b, 
d, c, g, j, k, m, & Mus. 1,2], and is confirmed by 
internal evidence, as aleo by the verss. & Hipp. 

14. I now double-bracket «ai, for reasons 
which see in my note supr. v. 8. 

15. waraén, which I have adopted, I can 
confirm fr. Scr. b,c, d, g, bh, j, m, & virtually 
e, 1, since in them —e is only by itacism. 
Aicrouos ought not to have been adapted by 
Matt., Gr., Scholz, & Words., though of strong 
authority, since it was evidently interpolated fr. 


, supra i. 16, & ii. 12. 


16. The omission of iwi +d iuarcoy in the 
ZEthiop. vers. & Cassiodorus might arise from 
the éwi—ewi. At any rate, the words are in- 
dispensable to the sense intended to be ex- 
pressed, where inat., the pallium, forms the 
main circumstance, the thigh an only. 
And although inscriptions.are found recorded 
both on the éhigh and on the pallium, or mili- 
tary cloak, yet in the former case it is confined 
to statues. Here both are included, the inscrip- 
tion being su d to be on that part of the cloak 
wh, descends to the thigh, espy that part of it 
where the sword was dependent fr. the military 

irdle. It is remarkable that in the Scr. g (the 
arham MS. 17) uérwwov is written instead 
of inat., which shows how ig. came to be re- 
moved in A. namely, by a critic stumbling at im., 
as he was likely to do, but only removing it. 
In the other case, the critic, in muperiDg. had 
in mind such pas as supr. xiii. 16, xiv. I, 
xx. 4, xxii. 4, thus confounding two things 
somewhat similar, but ear different. If 
the thing be properly understood, it will quite 
appear that ro is rightly absent fr. all the best 
cos excl. of 10 Scr. & my 3 Mus. copies. 
7. I find the reading davre dvayOre, for 
6. xai ouvayeoOs. confirmed by 12 Scr. and my 
3 Mus. copies. The same applies, though not 
entirely, to the reading rd wéeya tov, for row 
peydXou, resting on strong authority, confirmed 
by internal evidence. 

18. I have, with Tis., inserted re both after 
éAcvGepwy and after uxp@y, confirmed by 10 
Scr. copies, and Mus. 1, 2. 

19. The roy before wéAenow here, and the 6 
wer’ ab’rov at next ver. are confirmed by several 
Scr. & Mus. copies. The user’ airou o To 
by Ln. & Treg., from only 4 cures., arose 
error of scribes, as did doubtless the 77s xasomé- 
yns at ver. 20, ed. by Ln. from A only. 
absence of re before Geie is confirmed by im 
ternal evidence. 

21. For éxarop., I would now read, with La. 
& Tis., é&s\ Bovey, fr. AB and very many cures, 
excl. of Scr. b, c, d, e, g, h, j, k, 1, m, & Mua i, 
2, 3, confirmed by Isa. lvii. 11 (prob. t to 
the mind of St. John), 76 paua 6 dv iESAOy ix 
Tov orouatros pov. It should seem that 
éxwop. was substituted by critics having in 
mind supr. i. 16, ix. 17, 18, xi. 5, xix. 21, espy 
considering that the context here required a 
stronger term, such as is 2&6. Another critic 
made a similar correca at iv. 37. 


XX. 1. The reading 6 Sdis 6 dpyaios, resting 





REVELATION XX. 3—12. 


on one MS: only (A), though adopted by Ln. & 
Tis., is no other than one of the very many 
blunders of scribes, or hallucinations of critics, 
which so very oft deform this Book. It is not 
too much to suppose that spme critical corrector, 
ignorant of the rules of apposition, or the nature 
of the construcn in this passage, thought that 
the nominatives should extend throughout the 
specification of the Dragon. I have, with all the 
recent editors, inserted 6 before Daravas, fr. 
AB and above 20 curss. {add Scr. c, h, j, m], 
besides Mus. 2. As to the addition in B and 
30 curss. (together with Mus. 1, 2, & 8 Scr. 
copies) of the words 6 wXAaveyv +H olxounévny 
SAnpy after Zaravas, it is a manifest interpola- 
tion from supr. xii. 9. 

3. I can confirm the absence of ab-rdy fr. Ser. 
b. ¢, d, e, g, h, j,k, 1,m. Ehave, with Tis. & 
Treg. (not Ln.), adopted wAava, fr. B and 
many curss., excl. of Scr. b, c, d, e, h, j, k,), m, 
& Mus. 1, 2, 3, confirmed by internal evidence, 
as existing in the peculiarity of its form, as one 
of Alexn Greek. I would now adopt the read- 
ing ére ra é0yn, fr. AB and many curss., excl. 
of Scr. b, c, d, e, g, b, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. i, 2, 3, 
but not AvOjvat avrov, fr. AB and several 
curss. Still less can I approve of the removal 
of «ai before wera Tavra, on somewhat slender 
authority, not helped out by internal evidence. 

4. I would now without hesitation read +d 
Onploy ovdt thy elxova, fr. AB and man 
curss., excl. of several Scr. copies, & Mus. 1, 2, 
confirmed by internal evidence. I have brackd 
avriop, cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. AB and many 
curss., excl. of Scr. b, c, d, e, g, j, k,1,m, & 
Mas. 1, 2,3. I would now read, with Ln. & 
Tis., Tov xprerou, fr. AB and many curss, 
[add Mus. |, 2}, with Andr., Ar., & Caten., 
confirmed by internal evidence. I would also 
bracket ra, cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. A and 5 
curss., excl. of Scr. h, & Mus. 3. 

5. I still prefer ol Aoww., fr. A and the Vig., 
to the two rival readings oi d& Aowwoi and «ul of 
Aorzoi, internal evidence being so decidedly in 
its favour. To prefix, as Treg. does, «ai, but 
enclosed in brackets. is a half-measure, which, in 
criticism, is simply futile. I would now without 
qualification adopt e{ecay and dypr, as resting 
on the competent evidence of AB and 15 curss., 
excl. of Scr. g, h, m, & Mus. 3. 

6. 1 would now read, with Ln. & Tis. 6 
éevTepoe Gavaror, fr. AB and 30 curss., excl. of 
Scr. b, c, d, ©, g, h, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, 
though t. rec. may seem confirmed by xxi. 8, as 
those editors themselves there read, 6 Qavaror 
6 dsvTepos. I grant, however, that St. John 
may have adopted both the arrangements. As 
ia infr. v.14, the passage there is of a 
different kind ; though it was tampered with by 
critics to make it square with this. 

8. The rdv which I inserted, fr. AB & 25 
carss., is confirmed by Scr. b, d, e, g, h, j, k, 1, 
wm, & Mus. 1, 2, confirmed by internal evidence. 
The same is tiue of the aurwy just after. 

9. On more inature consideration of the point 
of dispute as to the verb ixdxAr., I now see 
reason to edit éxéxAeucay, on the strong exter- 
nal authority of AB and 20 curss., excl. of Scr. 
b, d, e, h, k, & Mus. 1, confirmed by internal 
evidence, inasmuch as so rare a term as kuxAsvw 
was more likely to be altered into the common 
and usual «xvxAdw than the reverse. Rare 
however, a8 xuxX\etw is, it is not of doubtful 
genuineness, since it occurs in Onosand., Strabo, 
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Appian, & other later Gr. writers, adduced by 
Dind. on Steph. in v. (ed. Paris); and more- 
over it is found in the N. T. at Joh. x. 22, in 
the MS. B. Thus it appears to be a term of 
Asiatic and also Syrian Greek. I would now 


without hesitation reject the words dw6 Tov 


Qeov, fr. A 12, 18, internal evidence being 80 
strongly against them. To retain them, but 
Tace them in another position, as Scholz, 
ords., & Treg. do, is uncritical, since the very 
circumstance of their occupying different posi- 
tions only makes them more suspicious. 
10. The xai before +o Onp. is confirmed by 
Ser. b, c, d, e, g, b, j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. 

1]. I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., 
péyav Aevxdy, fr. AB and very many curss., 
excl. of Scr. b, d, e, g, h, j, k, 1, m, and Mus. }, 
2, sa sibhidey verss. and fathers, confirmed, 
too, by internal evidence as regards its posttion, 
inasmuch as it ie placed Jast, in order to fix 
more attention to a term meant to be emphatio -. 
and as the Throne represents the majesty, 
so does this epithet Aeuvx. denote, and is eni- 
blematic of, the absoluée (Jit. white and pure) 
righteousness, or equity in judgment, of Him 
who sitteth upon it. is is confirmed by Ps. 
xcvii. 2, ‘ righteousness and equity are the ha- 
bitation (rather foundation) of his throne;” 
also Ixxxix. 14. Comp. also Ps, xlv. 6 & 7. 
There is another instance of this placing of an 
epithet last (for emphasis) and after ueyaAny in 
3 Kgs iv. 13, ¢&x. wodXers meyadAacTesynpecs, 
& v. 17, AiBous peydrouve Tiplous. It is 
essential to this idiom that the art. should nut 
be used, though in almost all the passages 
where it occurs it is obtruded in some copies 
more or less. The same idiom has place a 
xv. 6, xaBapdv Aapmwpov, also xix. 8 & 14, 
where see my notes. 

— én’ avtov, ed. by Tis. 3, fr. B and not a 
few curss. [add Scr. b, c, d, e, h, j, k, 1, m, & 
Mus. 1, 2), may be the true reading; but the 
existence of the readings éw’ avr & iw’ uvrou 
casts a‘shade upon its genuineness. 

12. I should be inclined to read, with Ln. & 
Tis., rods pey. xal robs uixp., fr. A and 15 curss., 
besides Scr. bf & virtually Scr. h, m, but tha¢ 
the other variations of reading which attest the 
confusion which the text had fallen into at an 
early period, are such that one cannot feel con- 
fidence in this reading. Besides, the order in 
the t. rec. is confirmed by all the other similar 
passages, supr. xi. 18, xiii. 16, xix. 5, 18, strongly 
confirming that in t. rec. For Oeov, Op ovo is 
confirmed by Scr. b, c, d, e, h, j, 1, m, & Mus. 
1, 2, 3, as also by internal evidence, inasmuch as 
Oeou prob. came from the parall. es and 
the scholia: comp. supr. xii. 5, & xix. 5, & inf. 
xxii. 1, 3. In consideration of strong external 
testimony and in deference to the judgment of 
Ln. & Tis., I have adopted the Alexn forms, 
readg both #voly0n and jvoly8yoay, though the 
testimony sear for the latter is far weaker and 
only confirmed by Scr. e, m, & Mus. 3; and 
since the reduplicate form by vue augment 
Avew XO. oft occurs in the Gosp. of St. John, and 
occasionally in the present book, one might 
have expected it here. But since in these 
sages the redupl. resta on doubtful authority, 
and dvewyu. is more strongly attested, we must 
either suppose that St. Jobn here at least used 
the redupl. form by triple augment, or that he 
resorted to the peculiar and later form 4vvix@y 
here only, which: were far from probable. .: : 
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13. The reading rode vexpods +. ivy adry, wh. 
I have adopted, I find confirmed by Scr. b, c, d, 
e,j, k,1,m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. And the same 
copies attest the same reading just after. 

4. I would now adopt without hesitation the 

reading of Ln. & Tis., 5 

luyy tov wvpos, on authority not indeed 
strong, but attested by the Scr. copies generally, 
aad confirmed by internal evidence. 


XXI. 1. On more mature consideration, I am 
inclined to adopt as genuine the rare term 
awnrOey, or, if the plur. was meant, the rare 
form dw7\Gav; and J can confirm the slender 
external authority for a4wA Oey at least fr. Scr. 
b, c, d, e, j, k, 19, m, & Mus. 1,2,3. The 
uenge of the Gospels and the Epistles, and even 
of the Sept., is no rule for St. John. Besides, 
if awHX0. be the less class., it is the more 
forcible term, which in a passage like this goes 
for re much. 

2. The absence of éyw 'Iway. and the read- 
ing éx Tov ovpavov amo Tov @eou I can con- 
firm fr. 9 Scr. copies, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. 

3. I cannot yet adopt Qpdvou, on such insuf- 
ficient external authority, internal evidence 
being rather agatnst it. Aads is further at- 
tested by all the best Scr. copies, and confirmed 
by internal evidence, as also by the same pecu- 
liar use of Aads to denote the people of God 
supr. xviii. 4, 6 Aads mov, and also by the 
passage of Isa. in John’s mind, and I wd now 

mer’ avt@y Ecra, with Ln. & Tis. 3, fr. 
AB and 20 curss., excl. of Scr. b, d, ©, j, k, 1, m, 
& Mus. J,2,3. For @eds avtay, Ln. & Tis. 
read avtov Weds, fr. A; while Treg. brackets, 
as Gr. omitted, the words, fr. B and 25 curss. 
add Scr. b, d, e, h, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3). 
he removal of the words is unwarrantable, and 
the bracketing is.a futile half-measure. The 
words were prob. pen? lost by the avrav— 
avtwy, and partly by the variation of position. 
As respects the order of the words, Tischen- 
dorf’s latest text is not an improvement on the 
former, since t. rec. seems, from its simplicity, 
to be entitled to the preference. The other 
bears the stamp of correcn. 
4. Tis. 2 cancd 6 Oeos, fr. B & 30 curss. [add 


Scr. c, h, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3]: while Ln. retained | 


& Tis. 3 has restored them, rightly, since they 
were prob. expunged in order to remove tauto- 
logy, though to the weakening of the force of 
the declaration. The reading of B and 10 curss., 
excl. of Scr. b, d, e, j,k, m, a’ abtay, for 
and Tay dpbadn. avtwy, is a tasteless correcn, 
forbidden by the passage of Isa. xxi. 8, whence 
the words were taken. The éx for dao, ed. by 
Ln., fr. A (alone), is excluded from adoption 
by the same consideration. At the end of the 
verse I would now, with Ln. & Tis., read daqA- 
Gap, fr. A. 

5. I would now edit, with Ln. & Tis., r¢ 
Opove, fr. AB and 25 curss., excl. of Ser. a, b, 
d, e, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1,2, 3. As respects the 
original and genuine order of the last three 
words. of the verse, we are not enabled to pro- 
nounce with any certainty: but internal evi- 
dence is rather in favour of xawa wdévra Toe, 
found in A and 5 curse. ie Ser. k, m]. It is 
recommended by its simplicity, and is confirmed 
by Isa. xliii. 19, though the t. ree. presents very 

maine Seanine order. In the reading of 

ie lamily, wavra xacwa wots, there is 
something artificial and stilted. 1 have brackd 


Ody. 6 debt. tori, 4. 
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pot, wh. is cancd by Ln. & Tis., fr. AB and 
many cures. [add Scr. b, d, e, j, k,],m, & Mus. 
1, 2}, somewhat confirmed by internal evidence. 
I would now, without hesitation, edit, with Gr., 
Sch., Ln., & Tis., weorol xai dAnO., fr. AB 
and 20 curss., excl. of Scr. b, d, 6, j, k, 1, m, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3, confirmed by internal evidence, 
inasmuch as it is supported by supr. iii. 14, xix. 
1], & infr. xxii. 6. The other order may in- 
deed seem sustained by xvi. 7 & xix. 2, but 
there the term dixa:as preceding, makes it not 
come under this category. Of course, when the 
words are so arranged as here, we should do 
well to render ¢rust-worthy, and hence real and 
substantial, as opposed to the shadowy and art 
seeming. See Prof. Trench's Syn. N. T., p. 8 
seq. hen joined with dixacos, it might come 
ae it, as it does in the Sept. at Deut. xxv. 15 

is, though in one of the principal uncials it is 
placed before. 

6. I would now read, with Ln. & Tis., yéyvo- 
vay, though only on slender testimony, that of 
A & 38, yet strongly confirmed by internal evi- 
dence. In fact, the reading yéyova, found in 


Band 10 curss., excl. of Ser. c, d, e, h, j, k, }, 


m, & Mus. 1, 2, in reality supports yé-yovap, 
the reading being merely an error of scribes by 
ignorance of the construcn and punctuation. 
Iié-yovey may be a mere error of scribe; but it 
is rather a correcn of critics, as thought better 
suited to wavra preceding. After dwow I have 
inserted avra, fr. B and 25 cures., excl. of Scr. 
b, c, d, e, j, m, & Mus. t, 2, 3, confirmed by in- 
ternal evidence in the Hebraistic & Hellenistic 
idiom. 

7. I have, with Ln. & Tis., for wavra, read 
vavra, fr. AB and many curss., excl. of Ser. 
b, c, d, h, j, k, m, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, and all the 
verss., confirmed by internal evidence, from ite 
greater suitableness. The words were very oft 
confounded by the scribes, so, however, that 
when both have been used by the writer, one of 
the two has been lost, by variation of order. 
See Matt. xxiv. 2 & 6, Lk. xii. 31, where wévrea 
was removed by Alexn critics. See my note. 
And such may have been the case here. 

8. For datAuts d&, I read rote dé Sesi., fr. 
AB & 30 curss., excl. of Scr. b,c, d, e, h, j, k, 
, m, & Mus. 1, 2,3. Notwithstanding that I 
can add to the authority for xai duaptredvis 

which I have admitted in small characters) 

Scr. copies, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, I cannot bat 
more than doubt their genuineness. At v. 9 I wd 
now bracket rwy before irra, and am disposed 
to read, with Ln. & Tis., tiv yuvatxe Tow 
dpviou, fr. A 33, 35, 38 [add Scr. m], & several 
verss., confirmed by internal evidence, as it is 
jon weighed by Tis., who remarks: “qua 
ectio propter suadny nude ut videbatur posi- 
tum pre reliquis ed mutandum textum ez- 
citabat.” 

10. I would now doulle-bracket ri» peyd- 
Anv, fr. AB and 25 curss., exel. of Ser. aneoadis 
j, k, 1, m, & Mus. 1, 2, confirmed by in 
evidence. 

12. For Zxoveay, here and just after, I would 
now read éxouea, fr. AB and 30 curss., exel. of 
a Pu e, b,j. Kk, & Mus. rs 3. 

a ave varoX\op, fr. atrong 
authority, which I can confirm fr. tho best See. 
& my Mus. copies, and aleo for reasons which sce 
in my note supr. vii. 2, & xvi. 12. 

14. For éxov, Tis. 3 edits tye», fr. AB & 
32 alone, but it is manifestly 2 blander of scribe, 
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w and o being oft confounded, espy in some 
MSS. like A & N 38. Nor is the B free from 
such inquinamenta, to edit which disgraced 
Matthei, and discredits the judgment of Tis. 
For é» avroic, Ln. & Tis. edit tx’ avray, fr. 
AB and many cures., excl. of Scr. b, c, d, e, h, 
j, k, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, which I am willing to 
adopt, since in order to convey the allusion 
which I have pointed out, the gen. with éqi is 
nite as suitable as the dat. with gy. Thus we 

d frequent mention in this book of the yd- 
payua, or name, stamped or cut in, either on 
the hand or forehead, e. g. supr. xiii. 16, yd- 
payna ial tis yapde f iwi rev peTowwy or 
Tov meTHWov, as in C. 

18. For opnoia, I would now, without hesita- 
tion, adopt Suorov, fr. AB and 25 curss., excl. 
of Scr. b, c, d, e, h, j, k, & Mus 1, 2, 3, & ed. 
Compl., also confirmed by internal evidence 
weighed aright, it being the lees likely to be the 
corrected reading. 

19. I cannot follow Ln. & Tis. in cancelling 
wai, fr. AB and rary curss., excl, of Scr. b, c, 
d,e,j, k, Mus. 1, 2, 3, since the xai seems to 
have be 
logy with the xai just before. 

0. For capdovve, Ln. adopted capdidvvk, 
solely fr. A, wrongly, since there is not the 
stightest reason to think that such a form ever 
existed : and consequently we may suppose that 


en removed by critics to prevent a tauto- 


it originated -here merely in the carelessness of 


tho scribe. For capéwe, I would now read, 
with Ln. & Tis., cdpdiov, fr. AB and 20 curss. 
[add Scr. b,c, d, e, j,k, & Mus. 1, 2, 3}, con- 
firmed by internal evidence, and the use of the 
form in the Sept. & Jos. Bell. v. 5,7. Theophr. 
Frag. de Lapide 30, Plato, P 59, Menand. ap. 
Athen., P 94, B, and Diod. Sic. iii, 53. As 
respects the reading ypvodwpacoy, ed. by Ln. 
& Words., fr. A alone, the same objection ap- 
plies to this as to capdsos just before; for I 
cannot find the least authority for the form. 
Xpucowpacioy may be the true reading of A, 
and that such a form may have existed would 
appear fr. Plin. Hist. Nat. 1. viii., but since he 
elsewhere uses chrysoprasus, that may be the 
reading there, aud ckrysoprasius a mere error 
of scribe. 

21. For dsvagdavie, I read, with Matth., Gr., 
Seh., Ln., & Tis., d:avyis, fr. AB and above 
30 curss., excl. of Scr. b, c, d, e, h, j, k, 1, & 
Mus. 1, 2, 3, Aret., & Caten. It is true that 
dsavy. may seem a term too purely class. Gr. 
to have come from St, John, who was more 
likely to use d:aq@. occurring in the Sept. Yet 
since d:avyne was used by Philo, and by Aquila 
on Prov. xvi. 5, why should not St. John have 
used it? He doubtless did so, and d:acavis 
crept in from a gloss. Thus Hesych. explains 
Csravyns by stauvije, and in fact diavy., as 
applied to glass or crystal, was prob. as appro- 
priate a term as the Lat. pellucidus (equiv. to 
perlucidus) to the same substances. 

22. 6 before vads ought not to have been. in- 
serted by Ln., Words., & myself, fr. A only, 
since the insertion was a mere crit. correcn. 

On a more mature consideration of the 
state of the evidence here, as bearing on the dis- 
aoa point of reading, I would now double- 

racket Téy cwfopévwy, fr. AB and 34 curss., 
excl. of Scr. b, c, d, e, h, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, 
with almost all the verss., & Andr. & Areth. 
And I would, on the same strong authority, 
adopt the alteration in order: but I pause at the 


349 


change of iy re wri into did Tov hwrds, 
which strongly savours of crit. correcn. Comp. 
Ps. xxxvi. 10, Sept., cal iv re peri cov dwo- 
meVa ches, where a few copies have d:a Trou 
g@eros: and Dr. French renders, ‘through 
thy light.” See also 1 Job. i. 7, idv iv vas 
eri xweprwateusy, ‘in and by the light.’ 
Comp. Joh. xii. 36, wepewareire tes 7d pie 
a Sham wepiwarey ty ry oxorig, &., in 
which d pragte ivy tw pwri, scil. wapirwarteiy, is 
implied in the subject-matter. And a similar 
correcn was made at Joh. xii. 35, 36, where see 
my notes. The words xal rh» dofay are cancd 
by Gr., Ln., & Tis., fr. A and6 curss., to which 
I can add nothing: and internal evidence is 

inst the removal, inasmuch as it is far less 
likely that they should have been interpolated 
fr. supr. v. 12, 13, in all the copies but 7, than 
that in those 7 they should have been lost by 
carelessness of scribes, owing to the variation in 
peeitios: which is distinctly recorded by Ser. 
rom 6 of his copies (b, c, d, e, j, k), and will, I 
doubt not, be found in not a bow other copies 
when carefully collated. In those copies the 
8of av comes before r:iv, a8 at iv. 9, also Rom. 
ii. 7, Heb. ii. 9, but rim%) «al do€a occ. at 1 Tim. 
i. 37. The alteration of order was evidently de- 
rived fr. v. 26,27. I find «owvdv confirmed by 
Scr. b, c, d, e, h, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3. and 
wow by Scr. b, 7 e, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1,2. I 
am now disposed to insert the 6 before wortov, 
fr. the 16 curss. adduced by Tis., to which I can 
add Ser. b, c, d, e, h, j, k, if 


XXII. 2. For the 2d évrevOev, Matth., Ln., 
Tis., & Words. edit éxzT@av, fr. AB and 25 curss. 
[add Scr. b, c, d,e, j, k, 1, & Mus, 1, 2, 3), with 
some verss.; while Gr. & Sch. retain évt., with 
good reason, since though external authority 
may seem in favour of éx«eiOsy, internal evi- 
dence makes for éyrevWev, the other being prob. 
no other than a mere crit. alteration, intro- 
ducing purer Grk in the place of an idiom quite 
of Alexan Grk. occurring in the Sept., as Dan. 
xii. 5, Ez. xl. 34, 37, Num. xxii. 24, and which 
is once used by St. John himself in his Guspel. 
See xix. 18 (sine v. 1.). It never, however, 
occurs in the class. writers. who use éyrevQey 
kai éxet¥ey (see an example in Bekk. Anecd., 

. 766, 27), but more frequently tvOev xaxeiOey. 

or Wotovy, wWorwy ought not to have been 
adopted by Tis. 3, fr. 18 (alone), a simi- 
lar slip in criticiem as that supr. xxi. 14, by 
which he changes syov to gxwy, from only 
3 MSS., where see my note. I must quite de- 
cline receiving uijvay, adopted by Ln. & Tis., 
fr. A only, and doubtless from the error of a 
most careless ecribe. See note on Heb. vi. 19. 

3. For xatrava@epa, xaraé@eua is confirmed 
by Ser. b, c, d, h, j, k, 1. 

5. Tis. 3 has rejected both the gr: & the éxeT,— 
a course which I had before him recommended, 
and now find confirmed by Scr. b, d, j,k. The 
reading ovy ¢Eover xpelav, ed. by Ln. & Treg., 
fr. A only, may be a mere stupid correen of 
some critic, but rather, we may suppose, a 
blunder of scribe. The reading of Sch. & Tis., 
ov xypela dori, fr. Band 20 curss. [add Scr. 
b, d, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2], has too much the air 
of a correcn to warrant its being recetved. The 
critic, it seems, stumbled at the somewhat 
homely Greek, and pro modulo suo polished it. 
I still retain nAlov, & even remove the brackets; 
nor can I approve of the removal, nor eyen the 
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transposition, of @eerds. The t. rec. has in ita 
simplicity a strong attestation of its genuineness. 
For erie, I have adopted gerizi, with 
Tis., fr. B and 25 cures. {add Scr. b, d, h, j, k, 1, 
& Mus. 1, 2), with Andr. 1 & 2, dince the fut. 
contr. form oft occurs in the Sept., and was 
therefore likely to be used by St. John. Whe- 
ther I have done right in inserting, with Gr., 
Sch., & Tis., ix’ before avrods, | cannot say. 
The authority, A alone, will hardly justify the 
introduction of a construcn and idiom which is, 
as far as I can find, quite unprecedented. There 
inay seem something te countenance thisin Clem. 
Alex. Pedag. i. 10, p. 130, 6 Képioe dia ‘Ieps- 
plov dwrifa rote rAavwpivore aborg for 
aavepivors read wewdavnpéivors, fr. the two 
best MSS.) raw 4An0ccay. But I can no more 
digest this than the other anomaly, and J do not 
doubt that the true reading is per. rods wa- 
wAavewnévous TH &A8eia, where the truth, as 
it is in Jesus, is set forth as the | iar agent for 
enlightening those that have wandered from the 
right road. 

6. I find the reading weevudrwrv rey, to the 
exclusion of d-yiov, which has place in AB and 
about 30 curss., confirmed by Scr. b, c, d, h, j, 
k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2, 3, and what is more, by ex- 
ternal evidence, inasmuch as the words were 
omitted or removed by being misunderstood. 

8. The reading xdyw "Iw. 6 dxov. xal Bréw. 
I find confirmed by Scr. b, d, h, j, k, 1, & Mus. 
1, 2. For éSAeWa, I would now read either 
BAewoy, fr. A, or tov, with Tis, fr. B & 20 
curss. [add Scr. b, d, j, k, 1). Whether I de- 
cided rightly in adopting, for érecov, ixeca, 
with Tis., I cannot say. It rests on only A & 
& curss.. together with the Steph. and other edd. 
which follow that; but although internal evi- 
dence is favourable, from the frequent occur- 
rence of the aor. ] in this book, and ite being 
altogether suitable to the Alexn dialect; yet to 
go against all the uncials exc. one, and all the 
cures. exc. a comparatively few, and those of 
mean order, is hardly to be defended ; espy since 
internal evidence may be urged in favour of 
éwxecoy, retained by all the editors exc. Tis., on 
the ground that gwrecoy was likely to pass, by 
carelessness of scribe, into éweca, on account of 
the two words fjxovca and gBAeWa just before. 
It is true, that if we read dra eTdov or iduy, the 
reasoning will hardly hold‘good : but John may 
have written eléav, a form not of such slender 
authority as has been supposed. See my note 
on Matt. xxv. 37. Then eléav might be aitered 
to eIdoy on account of the proximity of Zrecov, 
which, at any rate, ought not to be disturbed, 
unless on surer evidence as to the actual reading. 

9. I would now double-bracket yap, cancd 
by Ln. & Tis., fr. AB and nearly 30 curss. [add 
Scr. b, c, d, h, j, k, 1, & Mus. 1, 2], with seve- 
ral verss., Andr., Areth., & Athan., confirmed 
hy internal evidence. 

10. I am still of the same opinion, that both 
ort and yap sre alike supposititious ; and Tis. 
has now, profiting, it seems, by my suggestion, 
expunged both. 

1. I am still of the same opinion as to the 
much-vexed question on the true reading of this 
verse. As to the -laatontad reading which I 
have adopted, with Tis., on the authority of B 
and 30 curss., with Andr., Areth., & Caten., I 
find it confirmed by Ser. b, c, d, h, k, 1, & Mus. 
J, 2; and I have already evinced, against Bp. 
Jebb, that the wording does not lie under any 
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reasonable objection of philologists. As respects 
pi absence of the clase, I have rd accounted 
or it on palesographi grounds, resting on 
JSacts furnished by long experience in the colla- 
tion of MSS. Why I cannot, with La. & Tis., 
receive d:ca:octvny woncero, fr. AB and 
many cures. {add Ser. b, c, d, h, j, k, 1), I have 
already pointed out. 
14. For wotoupres ras tvroX\as avrov, Ln. 
& 2 curas., 7 & 38, to which I can only add 
Mus.-Cov. 2 (Scr. 1), with the Vig., AEth., & 
Arm. verss., & Athan. in 2 copies, have wAvror- 
Tae, or TAvvayrac, asin 38 & Cov. 2, preferred 
by Mill & Bentley, & adopted by Ln., Treg., & 
is. 3. But I cannot ratify their decision, since 
I still doubt not that the reading originated in 
fastidious and fanciful critica, who, stumbling 
at the homelinese of the wording, th t fit to 
polish it by something more elevated in ex- 
ion, having in view sepr. vii. 14, thereby 


Intimating that to the performance of the com- 
mandments of God shd be united the rater 
0 


washing of their vestments in the bl 
Lamb. 


16. Tie. has now, profiting by my su ion, 
as at a precisely caller cane sapr &. 10 where 
see note, abandoned both iwi and ip, and 
reads the simple dative, based on a few ancient 
curses. (there may prob. be others unnoticed), with 
the Arm. vers., Andr., Areth., Cat., Prim., as 
also the edd. of Ald., Colin, Wolf-Ceph., the 
3 first of Eraem., the 2 first of R. Steph., & 
Beng. I would now remove the brackets at 
xai, which is required by the o before wpduiwoe: 
and both words are based on very strong autho- 
rity, confirmed by several Scr. & my 3 Mus. 
ae and what is more, by internal evidence. 
7. Lhave, with Mil], Gr., Sch., Ln., & Tie, 
adopted gpxou, and ipyécOw, fr. AB and many 
curss., excl. of Scr. b, c, d, b pk }, & my 3 
Mus. copies, with Andr., Areth., Athan., & 
Caten., confirmed by internal evidence. I would 
now read AaBérw, for AauBavireo, on nearly 
the same authorities ; and at v. 18, for cvppap- 
vTvpovmat, 1 would read paptupes, excluding 
ap, fr. AB and many curss., confirmed by Scr. 
,¢, d, h, j,k, 1, & Mus. 1,2. The ve I in- 
sert before dxovorr: is confirmed by Ser. b, e, j, 
k, 1, & Mus. 1,2, 3. I would now read éw:by 
axpé¢e Tavra, fr. AB and many curss., excl of 
Scr. b, c, d bs Bs k, 1, & my 3 Mus. copies, like- 
wise at v. Ig, Pidn and addedXai, on strang an- 
thority, confirmed A Scr. copies & Mus. 1, 2, 3. 
19. For Bifdov, Matth., Gr., Sch., & Tis. ed. 
one fr. AB & 33 cures., Andr., Aret., & ed. 
ompl., confirmed by internal evidence, wh. is 
quite in its favour, considering the high suitability 
of the term—however dark and mystical—intro- 
duced as it is at the close of ‘the sealed book,’ an 
ee too of wh. the deep spirituality, quite 
Johannean, attests its genuineness; if, at least, 
we adopt the view of its force b 
Bengel, who ably explains +6 EvAov rie Lone 
% WoX. 4 ayia to denote, respectively, the 
and es last =the sum ig te of ‘iggs 
exceeding precious promises et. 1. 4) and da 
privileges (if ovcias, Joh. i. 12), of which the ze- 
xapia idwis (as embodying the thing hoped fos) 
isin this Book assured to the mierol iv Kupig. 
Comp. supr. xvii. 14, with Tit. ii. 18, wpeede- 
XSpuevot thy pax. ikwida nal iwipadvacan 


Tov pey. Oz0v,a probably in the A postie’s 
mind when writing the subsequent words vai 
Spxonat Tax | 





ADDENDA. 


1 CORINTHIANS, 


1X. 21. robe before dyduovc is inserted by 
La., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCDE 17, 37, 109, Orig., 
& Did. But internal evidence is scarcely favour- 
able, it being less probable that the rovs was, 
as Al. thinks, removed in order to suit 'Tovdalove 
supr. v. 20, than txserted to match the antithetic 
woit dycnos. But perhaps Paul did not intend 
any regular antithesis. 
I would now dowble-bracket we before 
ao@., caned by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. AB, a, e, 
Vig., Orig., Cypr., et al.,—scanty authority, but 
to which I can add Lam. 1185, and internal evi- 
dence is against it, from its being prob. brought 
in by critics to match the three former qualifica- 
tory insertions by ws. As respects the ra before 
wayra, cancd by Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABCD!/F 
46 [add Lam. 1194, Clem., Orig., Greg. Naz.}, 
internal evidence does not confirm external, 
since it was less Jikely that ra was inserted to 
suit Tois waot, as strict propriety of language 
might require (comp. Jos. Ant. xvii. 10, 7, dvs- 
wipavns Toit wacw els ta wayta), than re- 
moved by critics as unnecessary, which is oft the 
case where ra wayra occurs. See my note on 


Heb. iii. 1. 

23. For rovro, Ln., Tis., & Al. edit wdyra, 
fr. ABCDEFG 17, 37, 46, 679, 73, 80 [add 
Cov. 2], It., Vig., Cop., & Ath. verss., Greg. 
Naz., & Chrys. Al. regards rovro as a correcn 
to specify more particularly the foregoing. “In- 
ternal evidence is, indeed, on that ground 
against rouro. However, wavyra cannot, for 
the reasons alleged by Dr. Mill, be the true 
reading ; pe it may serve to point out what 
is. That I believe to be ravra, which, as oft, 
passed into wavra by inadvertence of scribes, for 
the two words are oft confounded (see Lk. xii. 
31, 1 Cor. x. 11, & the vv. 1l.), and sometimes 
where the ravra occurs, rav7ra has been added 
as thought implied in the context: and such 
must have been the case in some copies, since 
it is expressed in the Sah. & Arm. versas. 

27. For bwwwia(w, FGIKL and 33 curss., & 
Lam. 1182, 831, 84, 85, 91, 94, 96, Scr. f, 3, n, 0, 
& some Mus. copies have bxor:a{w, or, at least, 
Urowilw, as tein. 1186, 1, m: a mere 
error of scribe for -d{w, which Tis. 3 has edited, 
swayed, it would seem, by the very full and 
elaborate discussion of the matter (after Mattb.) 
by Prof. Reiche, to whose long-drawn arguments, 
less successful than they usually are, I cannot'so 
far accede as to adopt the reading, chiefly because 
internal evidence is aguinst it, from its being 
‘more likely than the other to be the altered 
reeens, either by inadvertence of scribes, or the 

-miejudging correction of those who were igno- 
raat of the true etymology of the word, as one 
derived from iwé & dys, agreeably to which it 
tignifies ‘to hit any one under the eye, to give 
him a black eye,’ to beat the face black and blue. 
Certain it is that the letters w and o are per- 

ually confounded in some classes of MSS. 

owever, I cannot doubt that Uwow:alw was a 
late and corrupt Greek form, well known to the 
later fathers, who, according'y, were likely to 


use it in quoting the present passage, and hence 
their authority gives little or no strength to the 
reading. The existence of brow:d{w for iwo- 
wiXco in the Sept. oe vi. 38 & 1 . xii. 3), 
as seemingly a Hellenistic term, does not help 
Reiche’s course of ent, since the latter 

rt of the word has nothing to do with wia{w, 

ut is merely part of the zerménation, the ori- 
ginal form being, I suspect, Uwremwidw, whence 
-ta{e. In fact, the true derivation of the verb 
is from the noun Urewiov, 1) a blow in the 
face, as in Diog. Laert. ii. p. 136, & Hippocrates ; 
2) the brutse occasioned by it, as in Athen. iii. 
p. 97, whence the derivative verb dawmridw or 
-d{w, came to signify ‘ to bruise, humble, mortify :° 
though at Lk. xviii. 5, it has the sense ‘to stun,’ 
viz, with entreaties, 


2 CORINTHIANS. 


1.10. Ss éfspicatro nuas—ir: picerar] 
The reading of this verse has been variously 
tampered with, not without some detriment te 
the sense, by those who stumbled at the use of 
the Present tense pvera:, where one should not 
have expected it; and hence they either ex- 
punged the words, at least in AD! et al., & some 
verss., or changed puera: into pioerar, a read- 
ing found in BC 73, 93, 211, & several Latin 
copies, and adopted by Ln., Tis. 2, & Al. The 
omission of the words xai pusraz, plainly arose, 
as Reiche observes, “vel negligentia, vel ter 
iterati verbi ejusdem fastidio.” The other omis- 
sions are still less defensible, though that of Z7:, 
absent in D°FG 33, 47, has found a patron in 
Mill. These various alterations of revisers arose. 
from the tampering of critics, as is now fully 
seen by Tischen., who accordingly restores the 
t. rec., which has been ably defended by Meyer. 
Internal evidence may, indeed, seem to favour 
pucerat, the harshness of the repeated pucsrat 
being likely to be smoothed down by alteration, 
and that, Al. argues, from ignorance of the force 
of the first pucata:t, which, he maintains, re- 
gards the ¢mmediate future, and the second pic. 
the continuative, the former referring, De Wette 
remarks, “ad tempora propwra,” and the 
Jatter, ‘‘ad tempora remotiora.” But this is a 
far-fetched distinction, not likely to have been 
in the mind of the Apostle. It is far more pro- 
bable that, as Reiche has very well suggested, 
‘**futurum a scribis presenti xal puera: substi- 
tutum esse, quia sequenti membro els Sy—puae- 
vat respondere debere yeah mel vel quia ab- 
surdum iis videretur, Apostolum dicere, se © 

resentibus, cum scriberet, periculis salvari. 
Red Ap. cumulatis verbis sententiam exprimit : 
nullo tempore non sub tutela Dei sum, qui me 
quicquid acciderit salvat beatum, iv. 7 seqq.” 


VII. 10. For xarepydf{erar, Ln., Tis., & Al. 
read épy., fr. BCDE and one curs. only,—and. 
scanty external testimony is not compensated 
by internal evidence, that being unfavourable. 
AL, indeed, pronounces xarepy. to be a correcn 
for conformity to the following xarepy. But 
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it should rather seem that épy. was a correcn of 
critics to remove a so-thought tautology, and also 
to introduce the very distinction which Al. 
thinks the Apostle intended to make. But such 
a nicety ie too far-fetched to comport with the 
gravity and earnestness of the Apostle's appeal, 
and would be rather suitable to one of the Greek 
Sophiets, such as Max. Tyr. The view which 
1 have taken is conned by the state of the 
evidence in a similar case of alteration of read- 
ing occurring at James i. 20, where Tis., after 
having in his 2d edn adopted ipy., has, in his 
3d, restored xarepy., for good reasons. 


EPHESIANS. 


IV. 28. In addition to what I have already 
remarked, I would add, that it is quite plain that 
at an early period the text had got into a con- 
fusion almost unprecedented, from causes which 
have been ably indicated by Reiche, who, how- 
ever, ought to have seen that the state of the 
evidence which he so ably discusses, and, after 
summing up, pronounces a critical verdict there- 
on, furnishes the strongest of all arguments for 
the genuineness of the word Idin:s, in whose 
exclusion he tacitly acquiesces. Had he known 
the wide extent to which the words had been 
tampered with by ancient critica,—which I have 
evinced in note on 2 Pet. i. 3,—he would have 
suppressed his argument for its absence, derived 
from the paralle] paseage of 1 Cor., an ment 
that will not hold against plain facts. ides, 
the word id. is almost indispensable to fully 
develope the sense, as it is ably laid down, after 
Beng., by Al.; there being a double antithcton, 
q. 4d. labouring with his own hands, as opposed 
to living on the labours of others’ hands, as the 
slothful idler and the thief do, 


V. 5. In addition to what I have already 
remarked, I beg to add, that Zors could not be 
suggested by any passage of the Sept., since it 
occurs neither there nor in any paseage of the 
Apocr.; neither can it be eaid to be /Zellentstic 
Greek, since it occurs, however rarely, in the 
eal Greek writers, both earlier and later, and 

ence was likely to be used by Paul. Nay, it 
occurs in Heb. xii. 17, tors yap Ste, which is 
sufficient to justify its adoption here. Comp. 
Soph. Aj. 418, rours rie ¢povey lores, wit 
Pachym. Mich. Pal. i. 2, p. 5, && wv alricy 
(Suey (read ltcuev) wabdyree, add Lucian Pisc. 
44, t.i. p. 611, dw’ GAAa yap tore (for Zora) 
«xexAnudvot. Moreover, gcuev has excluded 
fomev in Phalar. Epiet. 102, where Zou. was 
restored by Lennep. 


PHILIPPIANS. 


II. 4,5. As tothe much-debated matter, in- 
volving almost an open question, concerning the 
true reading of this veree, for éxacros & exo- 
weire, Ln., Tia, & Al. read Ueacro: and oxo- 
wouvras, the former lectio resting on ABFG, 
116 & 177, the latter on ABCDEFG and 12 
cures, (add Lam. 1184), Ital., Vig., and Arm. 
veras., » Athan., Ephr., & some Lat. fathers. 


ADDENDA. 


Of those readings, the latter I would now adopt, 
it being based on competent external authority, 
confirmed by internal evidence, as existing in 
the character of the composition aoe quite 
Pauline, as has been well shown by Reiche, who 
also ably points out how the t. rec. came to be 
altered, namely, by fastidious but half-learned 
critics. As to the latter Exacro:, adopted by 
Ln., Tis., & Al., fr. ABDE and 5 curss., the 
testimony is far too weak to warrant the adoption 
of the reading. As to the internal arguments, 
they are of equal force against eack of the two 
éxacvo.'s, a8 Reiche has shown at large. At 
any rate, there is nothing justly to stumble at in 
the repetition of the word; though the early 
critics, as we may infer from the MSS. FG, 
Ital. & Vig. verss., & Lat. fathers, expunged it. 
In fact, the so-called tautology evidently in- 
volves an intensity of sense, “qua (to use the 
words of Reiche) penitius lectorum animis incul- 
catur doctrina, omnes, seutine excepto, aliorum 
rebus prospicere debere; qua de causa etiam 
te in fine sententia posita est.” As to the 
rival readings, qgpovsicOw & gpovetrs, the 
former has, as Reiche shows, every claim to be 
adopted; the latter, every claim to be rejected. 


TITUS. 


II. 13. After repeated and more mature consi- 
deration of the Jong-agitated and warm] y-debated 
question as to the exact sense of the words rou 
payadou Oz0t Kai cwripos Huey ‘Ino. Xo., I 
can no longer maintain the version which I pro- 
posed in my 9th edition, since it does not mate- 
rially diminish the difficulty of the usual version, 
supported by almost all the ancient, and the 
greatest modern expositors; not to say that euch 
a way of taking rou psy. Osou is, I fear, not to 
be sustained. As to the mode of taking the 
words originally propounded by Erasm. & Grot., 
adopted by Wets., Heinr., Winer, De Wette, & 


Huther, and ably maintained by Al., I must 
admit that enough has been said by the learned 
critics to shake the opinion I had hitherto 


formed, so as to induce me to admit that it is in 
my view an open question which of the two 
modes of interpretation proposed is most entitled 
to adoption. Had Al. been aware of, or at least 
had duly weighed, the ments for the con- 
struction laid down by the ancient fathers, as 
adduced by the late most learned Dr. Routh, it 
would probably have altered the view which he 
has propounded; and hence we might have 
thought nearly alike. Even as the case now 
stands, he does not consider the question as 
closed, and I, on my part, am ready to admit 
that the mode of interpreting maintained by 
Huther & Al. competently satisfies all - the 

matical requirements of the sentence; that 
t is both structurally and contextually quite as 
probable as the other, and perhaps more agreeable 


to the Apostle’s way of writing. On the whele, 
the difference is slight, and uni t, con- 
sidering that, as Al. has evi , Whichever 


way of taking the passaye be adopted, just a 
important a testimony wil] remain to the divinity 
of our Lord and Saviour. 
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ALPHABETICAL CATALOGUE 


of 


NEW WORKS and NEW EDITIONS 


PUBLISHED BY 


MESSRS. LONGMAN, GREEN, LONGMAN, AND ROBERTS, 


PATERNOSTER ROW, LONDON. 


Miss Acton’s Modern Cookery for Private 
Families, reduced to a System of Easy Prac- 
tice in a Series of carefully-tested Receipts, 
im which the Principles of Baron Liebig and 
other eminent Writers have been as much as 
possible applied and explained. Newly-re- 
vised and enlarged Edition ; with 8 Plates, 
comprising 27 Figures, and 150 Woodcuts. 
Fep. 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Acton’s English Bread-Book for Domestic Use, 
adapted to Families of every grade. Fep. 
8vo. price 4s. 6d. cloth. 


The Afternoon of Life. By the Author 
of Morning Clouds. Second and cheaper 
Hdition, revised throvghout. Fep. 8yvo. 5s. 


Agassiz.— An Essay on Classification. 
By Louis Acassiz. S8vo. 12s. 


» oe 

Aikin.—Select Works of the British 
Poets, from Ben Jonson to Beattie. With 
Biographical and Critical Prefaces by Dr. 
Arzin. New Edition, with Supplement by 
Lucy AIXIN ; consisting of additional Selec- 
tions from more recent Poets. 8vo. 18s. 


Arago(F.)—Biographies of Distinguished 
Scientific Men. ‘Translated by Admiral 
W. H. Suyra, D.C.L., F.B.8., &.; the Rev. 
BaDEN PowE tt, M.A.; and ROBERT GRANT, 
M.A. F.R.A.S. 8vo. 18s. 


Arago’s Meteorological Essays.. With an 
Introduction by Baron Humsoipt. Trans- 
lated under the superintendence of Major- 
General E. Saninz, R.A., Treasurer and 
¥.P.R.8. S8vo. 18s. 


Arago’s Popular Astronomy. Translated and 
edited by Admiral W. H. Suyrn, D.C.L., 
F.R.S.; and Roprrt Grant, M.A., F.B.AS. 
With 25 Plates and 358 Woodeuts. 2 vols. 
870. price £2. 5s. 


Arnold.—Poems. By Matthew Arnold. 
First Series, Third Edition. Fop. 8vo. 
price Ss. 6d. SxEcoNnD SzeIzs, price 5s, 


Arnold.— Merope, a Tragedy. By Matthew 
ABNOLD. With a Preface and an Historical 
Introduction. Fcp. 8vo. 5s. 


Lord Bacon’s Works. A New Edition, 
revised and elucidated; and enlarged by the 
addition of many pieces not printed before. 
Collected and edited by Robert LEsLiz 
Hine, M.A., Fellow of Trinity College, 
Cambridge; JamxEs Srepprxne, M.A. of 

Trinity College, Cambridge ; and DouGLas 

DENON HeatH, Keq., Barrister-at-Law, and 

late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge.— 

Vots. I. to V., comprising the Division of 

Philosophical Works ; with a copious INDEX. 

5 vols. 8vo. price £4. 6s, Vou. VI.-price 18s. 


*,* Vox. VII., completing the Division of 
Literary and Professional Works, is just ready. 


Joanna Baillie’s Dramatic and Poetical 
Works: Comprising the Plays of the Pas- 
sions, Miscellaneous Dramas, Metrical Le- 
gends, Fugitive Pieces, and Ahalya Baee; 
with the Life of Joanna Baillie, Portrait, 
and Vignette. Square crown 8yvo. 21a. 
cloth ; or 42s, bound in morocco by Hayday. 


Baker. — The Rifle and the Hound in 
Ceylon. By 8. W. Baxer, Esq. New 
Edition, with 13 Illustrations engraved on 
Wood. Fep. 8vo. 4s. 6d. 


Baker. — Eight Years’ Wanderings in Ceylon. 
By S. W. Baxzr, Esq. With 6 coloured 
Plates, 8vo. price 15s. 


Bate.—Memoir of Capt. W. Thornton 
Bate, R.N. By the Rev. JonHn Bariuzz, 
Author of “ Memoirs of Hewitson,” ‘ Me- 
moir of Adelaide Newton,” &. New 
Edition ; with Portrait and 4 Illustrations. 
Fep. 8vo. Bz. 
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B 
- North and Central Africa: Being the Jour- 
nal of an Expedition undertaken under 
the auspices of Her Britannic Majesty’s Go- 
vernment in the Years 1849—1855. By 
Henry Bart, Ph.D., D.C.L., Fellow of the 
Royal Geographical and Asiatic Societies, 
&c. With numerous Maps, Wood Engrav- 
ings, and Illustrations in tinted Lithography. 
5 vols. 8vo. £5. 5s. cloth. 


Bayldon’s Art of Valuing Rents and 
Tillages, and Claims of Tenants upon 
Quitting Farms, at both Michaelmas and 
Lady-Day ; as revised by Mr. DoNALDSON. 
Seventh Edition, enlarged and adapted to the 
Present Time: With the Principles and 
Mode of Valuing Land and other Property 
for Parochial Assessment and Enfranchise- 
ment of Copyholds, under the recent Acts of 
Parliament. By Rospert Baxer, Land- 
Agent and Valuer. 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Bayldon’s (R.) Treatise on Road Legis- 
lation and Management; with Remarks on 
Tolls, and on Repairing Turnpike-Roads and 
Highways. 8vo. 3s. 6d. 


Black’s Practical Treatise on Brewing, 
based on Chemical and Economical Princi- 
les : With Formule for Public Brewers, and 
nstructions for Private Families. New 
Edition, with Additions. 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Blaine’s Encyclopedia of Rural Sports; 


or, a complete Account, Historical, Prac- 
tical, and Descriptive, of Hunting, Shooting, 
Fishing, Racing, &. New Edition, revised 
and corrected; with above 600 Woodcut 
Illustrations, including 20 now added from 
Designs by Jonn Lercu. In One Volume, 
8vo. price 423. half-bound, 


Bloomfield. — The Greek Testament, 
with copious English Notes, Critical, Phi- 
lological, and Explanatory. Especially 
adapted to the use of Theological Students 
and Ministers. By the Rey. 8. T. BLoom- 
FIELD, D.D., F.8.A. Ninth Edition, revised. 
2 vols. 8vo. with Map, price £2. 8s. 


Dr. Bloomfield’s College and School Edition of 
the Greek Testament: With brief English 
Notes, chiefly Philological and Explanatory. 
Seventh Edition; with Map and Index. 
Fep. 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Dr. Bloomfield’s College and School Lexicon 
to the Greek Testament. New Edition, 
carefully revised. Fep. 8vo. price 10s. 6d. 


NEW WORKS arp NEW EDITIONS 


a  — 


arth. — Travels and Discoveries in |} Bourne.—A Treatise on the Steam- 


Engine, in its Application to Mines, Mills, 
Steam-Navigation, and Railways. By the 
Artisan Club. Edited by Jonn Bovrng, C.E. 
New Edition; with 83 Steel Plates and 349 
Wood Engravings. 4to. price 27s. 


Bourne’s Catechism of the Steam - Engine 
in its various Applications to Mines, Mills, 
Steam-Navigation, Railways, and Agricul- 
ture: With Practical Instructions for the 
Manufacture and Management of Engines 
of every ‘class. Fourth Edition, enlarged ; 
with 89 Woodcuts. Fep. 8vo. 6s. 


Boyd.— A Manual for Naval Cadets. 
Published with the sanction and approval 
of the Lords Commissioners of the Admi- 
ralty. By Joon M‘Neitxt Born, Captain, 
R.N. With Compass-Signals in Colours, 
and 236 Woodcuts. Fecp. 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Brande.—A Dictionary of Science, Lite- 
rature, and Art: Comprising the History, 
pinta “aay and Scientific Principles of 
every Branch of Human Knowledge; with 
the Derivation and Definition of all the 
Terms in general use. Edited by W. T. 
BranDF, F.R.S.L. and E.; assisted by Dr. 
J. Cavuvin. Third Edition, revised and cor- 
rected ; with numerous Woodcuts. 8vo. 60s. 


Professor Brande’s Lectures on Organic 
Chemistry, as applied to Manufactures ; 
including Dyeing, Bleaching, Calico-Print- 
ing au ar-Manufacture, the Preservation 
of Wood, Tanning, &c. ; delivered before the 
Members of the Royal Institution. Edited 
by J. Scorregn, M.B. Fcp. 8vo. with 
Woodcuts, price 7s.6d. | 


Brewer. — An Atlas of History and Geo- 
graphy, from the Commencement of the 
Christian Era to the Present Time: Com- 
prising a Series of Sixteen coloured Maps, 
arranged in Chronological Order, with Tlus- 
trative Memoirs. By the Rev.J.S. BREwEr, 
M.A., Professor of English History and 
Literature in King’s College, London. 
Second Edition, revised and _ corrected. 
Royal 8vo. 12s. 6d. half-bound. 


Brialmont.—The Life of the Duke of 
Wellington. From the French of Arexis 
BriaLtMont, Captain on the Staff of the 
Belgian Army: With Emendations and 
Additions. By the Rev. G. R. Gieie, M.A., 
Chaplain-General to the Forces and Pre- 
bendary of St. Paul’s. With Maps, Plans 
of Battles, and Portraits. Voxs. I. and IT. 
Sro. 30s. 


The Turrp and FourtH Vo.tumgs (com- 
pletion) are now in the press, and will take 
up the history of the Duke from the Battle of 
Waterloo, representing him as an Ambassador, 
ns a Minister, and as a Citizen. 
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Brodie. — Psychological Inquiries, in a 
Series of Essays intended to illustrate the 
Influence of the Physical Organisation on 
the Mental Faculties. By Sir Bsnsamin C, 
Brovirg, Bart. Third Edition. Fep.8vo. 5s. 


Dr. Thomas Bull on the Maternal Ma- 
nagement of Children in Health and Disease. 
New Edition. Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


Dr. Bull’s Hints to Mothers on the Manage- 
ment of their Health during the Period of 
Pregnancy and in the Lying-in Room: With 
an Exposure of Popular Errors in connexion 
with those subjects, &c.; and Hints upon 
Nursing. New Edition. Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


Dr. Bull’s Work on Blindness, entitled 
the Sense of Vision Denied and Lost. Edited 
by the Rev. B. G. Jouns, Chaplain of the 
Blind School, St. George’s Fields. With a 
brief Introductory Memoir of the Author 
by Mrs. Buuy. Fep. 8vo. 4s. 6d. 


Bunsen. — Christianity and Mankind, 
their Beginnings and Prospects. By 
Baron C.C.J. Bunsen, D.D., D.C.L., D.Ph. 
Being a New Edition, corrected, remodelled, 
and extended, of Hippolytus and his Age. 
7 vols. 8vo. £5. 5s. 

*,* This Edition is composed of three distinct works, 
which may be had separately, as follows :— 


1, Hi tus and his Age; or, the Beginnings and 
pinoy of Christianity. 2 vols. S70, price £1. 103, 


2, Outline of the Philosophy of Universal History ap- 


plied to Language snd Religion: Containing an Ac- 
pont oe the Alphabetical Conferences, 2 vols, 8vo. 
price £1. 18s. 


3. Analecta Ante-Nicena, $ vols, 8vo. price £2, 2s. 


Bunsen.—LyraGermanica. Translated 
from the German by CaTHERINE WINK- 
wort. Fifth Edition of the Frrst SERIzs, 
Hymne for the Sundays and chief Festivals 
of the Christian Year. New Edition of the 
Szeconp Sgxr1xs, the Christian Life. Fep. 
8yo. price 5a. each Series. 


HYMNS from Lyra Germanica ...... 18mo. 1s. 


*,* These selections of German Hymns have been made 
from collections published in Germany by Baron BUNSEN; 
and form companion volumes to 


Theologia Germanica: Which setteth forth 
many fair lineaments of Divine Truth, and 
saith very lofty and lovely things touching 
a Perfect Life. Translated by Susanna 
WINEWoRTH. With a Preface by the Rev. 
CHARLES KINGSLEY; and a Letter by Baron 
BunsEn. Third Edition. Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


Bunsen. — Egypt's Place in Universal 
History: An Historical Investigation, in 
Five Books. By Baron O. CO. J. BUNSEN, 
D.D., D.C.L., D.Ph. Translated from the 
German by C. H. Corrrett, Esq., M.A. 
With many Illustrations. Vou. I. 8vo. 28s.; 
Vox, II. price 30s.; and Vot. ITI. price 25s, 


Bunting.—The Life of Jabez Bunting, 
D.D.: With Notices of contemporary Per- 
sons and Events. By his Son, THomas 
Percivan Bunting. In Two Volumes. 
Vou. I. with Two Portraits and a Vignette, 
in post 8vo. price 7s. 6d. cloth; or (large 
paper and Proof Engravings) in square crown 
8vo. 10s. Gd. 


Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress: With a 
Preface by the Rev. Cuaries KINGSLEY, 
Rector of Eversley; and about 120 Illus- 
trations engraved on Steel and on Wood 
from Original Designs by Charles Bennett. 
Fep. 4to. price 21s. cloth, gilt edges. 


Bishop Butler’s General Atlas of Modern 
and Ancient Geography; comprising Fifty- 
two full-coloured Maps; with complete In- 
dices. New Edition, nearly all re-engraved, 
enlarged, and greatly improved. Edited by 
the Author’s Son. Royal 4to. 24s. half-bound. 


The Modern Atlas of 28 full- 
coloured Maps. Royal 8vo. 

tel price 12s. 
Separately) The Ancient Atlas of 24 full- 
coloured Maps. Royal 8vo. 

price 12s, 


Bishop Butler’s Sketch of Modern and 
Ancient Geography. New Edition, tho- 
roughly revised, with such Alterations intro- 
duced as continually progressive Discoveriés 
and the latest Information have rendered 
necessary. Post 8vo. price 7s. 6d. 


Burton.—First Footsteps in Kast Africa ; 
or, an Exploration of Harar. By RicHakp 
¥. Buzron, Captain, Bombay Army. With 
Maps and coloured Plates. 8vo. 18s. 


Burton. — Personal Narrative of a Pil- 
grimage to El Medinah and Meccah. By 
RicHagp F. Burron, Captain, Bombay 
Army. Second Kdition, revised; with coloured 
Plates and Woodcuts. 2 vols. crown 8vo. 
price 24s, 


The Cabinet Lawyer: A Popular Digest 
of the Laws of England, Civil and Criminal ; 
with a Dictionary of Law Terms, Maxims, 
Statutes, and Judicial Antiquities ; Correct 
Tables of Assessed Taxes, Stamp Duties, 
Excise Licenses, and Post-Horse Duties ; 
Post-Office Regulations ; and Prison Disci- 


pline. 18th Edition, comprising the Public 
Acts of thoSession 1858, Fcp. 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


The Cabinet Gazetteer: A Popular Geogra- 
phical Dictionary of All the Countries of 
the World. By the Author of The Cabinet 
Lawyer. Fcp. 8vo. 10s. 6d. cloth. 
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6 NEW WORKS asp NEW EDITIONS 


Caird.— Prairie Farming in America: 
With Notes by the way on Canada and the 
United States. By James Cairp, M-P., 
Author of “English Agriculture,” ‘“‘ High 
Farming,” &c. 16mo. 3s. 6d. 


Calvert. — Tha Wife's Manual; or, 
Prayers, Thoughts, and Songs en Several 
Occasions of a Matron’s Life. By the Rev. 
W. Catvert, M.A. Ornamented from De- 
signs by the Author in the style of Queen 
Ehzabeth’s Prayer-Book. Second Hdition. 
Crown 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Catlow.—Popalar Concholegy; or, the 
Shell Cabinet arranged according to the 
Modern System: With a detailed Account 
of the Animals, and a complete Descriptive 
List of the Families and ra of Recent 
and Fossil Shells. By Aayrs Carrow. 
Second Edition, much improved ; with 405 
Woodcut Illustrations. Post 8v¥o. price 14s. 


Catz and FParlie’s Book of Emblems.— 
Moral Emblems, from Jacosp Catz and 
RoBEkT FARLIE; with Aphorisms, Adages, 
and Proverbs of all Nations. The Illustra- 
tions freely rendered from designs found in 
the works of Catz and Farlie, by JoHN 
LEIGHTON, F.8.A., and engraved under his 
supermtendence. Imperial 8vo. with 60 
large Illustrations on Wood, and numerous 

, Vignettes and Tail Pieces. 

Cecil. — The Stud Farm; or, Hints on 
Breeding Horses for the Turf, the Chase, and 
the Road. Addressed to Breeders of Race- 
Horses and Hunters, Landed Proprietors, 
and especially to Tenant Farmers. By 
Crort. Fep. 8vo. with Frontispiece, 5s. 


Cecil’s Stable Practice; or, Hints on Training 
for the Turf, the Chase, and the Road; 
with Observations on Racmg and Hunt- 
ing; Wasting, Race-Riding, and Heandi- 
capping : Addressed to Owners of Racers, 
Hunters, and other Horses, and to all who 
are concerned in Racing, Steeple-Chasing, 
and Fox-Hunting. Second Edition. Fep. 
Svo. with Plate, price 5s. half-bound, 


Chapman. — History of Gustavus Adol- 
phus and of the Thirty Years’ War up.to.the 
King’s Death: With some Account of its 
Conclusion by the Peace of Westphalia, in 
1648. By B. Cuapmay, M.A., Vicar of 
Leatherhead. S8vo. with Plans, 12s. Gd. 


onington. — Handhook of Chemical 
Analysis, adapted to the Unitary System of 
Notation. By F. T. Conrneton, M.A, 
FOS. Post 8vo. 7s. 6d. Also Zadles of 
Qualitative Analysis, designed as a Com- 
panion to the Handbook, price 2s. 6d. 


Connolly.— The Remanes of the Ranks; 
or, Anecdotes, Episodes, and Social Inci- 
dents of Military Life. By T. W. J. 
ConNOLLY, Quartermaster of the Royal 
Engineers, 2 vols, 8vo. 21s. 


Connolly's History of the Royal Sappers and 
Miners : Including the Services of the 
in the Crimea and at the Siege of Sebastopol. 
Second Edition, revised and enlarged; with 
17 coloured plates. 2 vols. 8vo. price 30s. 


Conybeare and Howson.—The Life and 
Episties of Saint Paul: Comprising a com- 
plete Biography of the Apostle, and a 
Translation of his Epistles inserted in 
Chronological Order. By the Rev. W. J. 
ConYBEaARE, M.A.; pt the Rev. J. S. 
Howson, M.A. Third Edition, revised and 
corrected ; with several Maps and Wood- 
cuts, and 4 Plates. 2 vols. square crown 
8vo. 31s. 6d. cleth. 


#,* The Original Edition, with more 
numerous HFilustrations, in 2 vols. 4to. price 
48e.—meay also be had. 


Dr. Copland’s Dictionary of Praetical 
Medicine: Comprising General Pathology, 
the Nature and Treatment of Diseases, 
Morbid Structures, and the Disorders es- 
pecially incidental to Climates, to Sex, and 
to the different Epochs of Life; with nume- 
rous approved Formule of the Medicines 
recommended. Now complete in 8 vols. 
8vo. price £5. Ts. cloth. 


Bishop Cotton’s Instructions in the 
Doctrine and Practice of Christianity. In- 
tended chiefly as an Introduction to Confir- 
mation. Fourth Edition. 18mo. 2s. 6d. 


Cresy’s Encyclopedia of Civil Engi- 
neering, Historical, Theoretical, and Prac- 
tical. lustrated by upwards of 3,000 
Woodcuts. Second Edttion, revised and 
brought down to the Present Time in a 
Sup sige Non lage Metropolitan W ater- 
Supply, Drainage of Towns, Railways, 
Cubieal Proportion, Brick and Iron Con- 
struction, Iron Screw Piles, Tabular Bridges. 
&. S8vo. 68s, cloth. 


Crosse. — Memorials, Scientific and Li- 
terary, of Andrew Crosse, the Electrician. 
Edited by Mrs. Caossz. Poat Svo. Sa. Gd. 


Crowe. — The History of France. By 
Eyre Evass Crowz. In Five Volumes. 
Vou. I. 8vo. price 14e. 
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Cruikshank. The Life of Sir John 
Falstaff, illustrated in a Series of Twenty- 
four original Etchings by George Cruik- 
shank. Accompanied by an imaginary 
Biography of the Knight by Roserr B. 
BrovueH. Royal 8vo. price 14s. 6d. cloth. 


Lady Cust’s Invaid’s Book. — The In- 
yalid’s Own Book: A Collection of Recipes 
from various Books and various Countries. 
By the Honourable Lapy Cust. Second 
Edition, Fep. 8vo. price 2s. 6d. 


Dale.—The Domestic Liturgy and Family 
Chaplain, in Two Parte: Parr I. Church 
Services adapted for Domestic Use, with 
Prayers for Every Day of the Week, selected 
from the Book of Common Prayer; Part 
II. an appropriate Sermon for Every Sunday 
in the Year. By the Rev. THomas Date, 
M.A., Canon Residentiary of St. Paul’s. 
Second Edition. Post 4to. 21s. cloth; 
31s. 6d. calf; or £2. 10s. morocco. 

Tae FaMILy CHaPLarn, 12s, 

Separately Meas Dosszi0 Lirurey, 10s. 64, 


Davy (Dr. J..\— The Angler and his 
Friend; or, Piscatory Colloquies and Fish- 
ing Excursions. By Joux Davy, M.D., 
F.R.S., &c. Fep. 8vo. price 6s. 


The Angler in the Lake District: or, Piscatory 
Colloquies and Fishing Excursions in West- 
moreland and Cumberland. ‘By JOHN 
Davy, M.D., F.B.8. Fep. 8vo. 6s. 6d. 


De Fonblangue. — The Administration 
and Organisation of the British Army, with 
especial reference to Finance and Supply. 
By Epwarp BaRrRineton Dr FonBLanQve, 
Assistant Commissary-General. 8vo. 12s. 


De la Rive.—A Treatise on Hlectrieity 
in Theory and Practice. By A. DE LA Rive, 
Professor in the Academy of Geneva. Trans- 
lated for the Author by C. V. WALxKzE, 
F.R.8. With numerous Woodcut Lllustra- 
tions. 8 vols. 8vo. price £3. 13s. cloth. 


Domenech. — Seven Years’ Residence in 
the Great Deserts of North America. By 
the AsBK DomENECoH. With a and 
about Sixty Woodcut Illustrations. 2 vols. 
Syo. . [Just ready. 


The Abbe Domenech’s Missionary Adventures 
in Texas and Mexico: A Personal Narrative 
of Six Years’ Sojourn in those Regions. 
Translated under the Author’s superin- 
tendence. 8vo. with Map, 10s. 6d. 


The Eclipse of Faith; or, a Visit toa 
Religious Sceptic. 9¢hEdition. Fep. 8yo. 5s. 


Defence of The Eclipse of Faith, by its 
Author: Being a Rejoinder to Professor 
Newman’s Reply : Including a full Exami- 
nation of that Writer’s Criticism on the 
Character of Christ; and a Chapter on the 
Aspects and Pretensions of Modern Deism. 
Second Edition, revised, Post 8vo. 5s. 6d. 


The Englishman’s Greek Concordance of 
the New Testament: Being an Attempt at a 
Verbal Connexion between the Greek and 
the English Texts; including a Concordance 
to the Proper Names, with Indexes, Greek- 
English and English-Greek. New Edition, 
with a new Index. Royal 8vo. price 42s. 


The Englishman’s Hebrew and Chaldee Con- 
cordance of the Old Testament: Being an 
Attempt at a Verbal Connexion between 
the Original and the English Translations ; 
with Indexes, a List of the Proper Names 
and their Occurrences, &. 2 vols. royal 
Svo. £3. 13s. Gd. ; large paper, £4. 14s. 6d. 


Ephemers’s Handbook of Angling; 
teaching Fly-Fishing, Trolling, Bottom- 
Fishing, Salmon-Fishing : With the Natural 
History of River-Fish, and the best Modes 
of Catching them. Third Edition, corrected 
and improved; with Woodcuts. Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


Ephemera’s Book of the Salmon: Com- 
prising the Theory, Principles, and Prac- 
tice of Fly-Fishing for Salmon; Lists of 
good Salmon Flies for every good River in 
the Empire; the Natural History of the 
Salmon, its Habits described, and the best 
way of artificially Breeding it. Fep. 8vo. 
with coloured Plates, price 14s. 


Fairbairn.— Useful Information for En- 
gineers: Being a Series of Lectures delivered 
to the Working Engineers of Yorkshire and 
Lancashire. With Appendices, containing 
the Results of Experimental Inquiries into 
the Strength of Materials, the Causes of 
Boiler Explosions, &c. By Wu.11uAM 
FarRBaren, F.RS., F.G.8. Second Edttton ; 
with numerous Plates and Woodeuts. Crown 
8vo. price 10s. 6d. 


First Impressions of the New World on 
Two Travellers from the Old in the Autumn 
of 1858: with Map by Arrowsmith. Post 
8vo. 83. 6d. 


Fischer—Francis Bacon of Verulam: 
Realistic Philosophy and its Age. By Dr. 
K. Fiscurr. Translated by Jonn Oxnun- 
FORD. Post 8vo. 9s. 6d. — P 
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8 NEW WORKS anv NEW EDITIONS 


Forester.—Rambles in the Islands of 
Corsica and Sardinia: With Notices of 
their History, Antiquities, and present 
Condition. By THomas Forrstrr, Au- 
thor of Norway in 1848-1849. With 
coloured Map; and numerous Illustrations 
in Colours and Tints and on Wood, from 
Drawings made during the Tour by Lieut.- 
Col. M. A. Brppunen, R.A. Imperial 
8vo. price 28s, 


Frazer.— Letters of Sir A. S. Frazer, 
K.C.B., Commanding the Royal Horse Artil- 
lery under the Duke of Wellington: Written 
during the Peninsular and Waterloo Cam- 
paigns. Edited by Major-General Sanine, 
R.A. With Portrait, 2 Maps, and Plan. 
Sro. 182. 


Freeman and Salvin.—Falconry: Its 
Claims, History, and Practice. By Gacr 
Harte Freeman, M.A. (“ Peregrine” of the 
Field newspaper) ; and Capt. F. H. Sazvin. 
Post 8vo. with Woodcut Illustrations from 
Drawings by Wolf. 


Garratt.—Marvels and Mysteries of In- 
stinct ; or, Curiosities of Animal Life. By 
Grora@k Garratt. Second Edition, revised 
and improved; witha Frontispiece. Fep. 
8vo. price 48. 6d. 


Gilbart.—A Practical Treatise on Bank- 
ing. By JaMES WILLIAM GILBART, F.R.S. 
Sixth Edition, revised and enlarged. 2 vols. 
12mo. Portrait, 16s. 


Gilbart’s Logic of Banking: a Familiar Ex- 
position of the Principles of Reasoning, and 
their application to the Art and the Science 
of Banking. 12mo. with Portrait, 12s. 6d. 


Gleig.—Essays, Biographical, Historical, 
and Miscellaneous, contributed chiefly to the 
Edinburgh and Quarterly Reviews. By the 
Rev. G. R. Grxere, M.A., Chaplain-General 
to the Forces and Prebendary of St. Paul’s. 
2 vols. 8vo. 21s. : 


CONTENTS. 


1, Dr. Chalmere. 6. The Puritans. 

2. Our Defensive Arma- 7. General Miller. 
ment. 8. India and its Army. 

3. Natural Theology. 9, The Madchenstien. 

4. Military Bridges. 10, Military Education. 

5. The Warof the Punjaub. 


The Poetical Works of Oliver Goldsmith. 
Edited by Bouton Cornky, Esq. Illustrated 
by Wood Engravings, from Designs by 
Members of the Etching Club. Square 
crown 8ro. cloth, 21s.; morocco, £1. 16s. 


Gosse.— A Naturalist’s Sojourn in 
Jamaica. By P. H. Gossz, Esq. With 
Plates. Post 8vo. price 14s, 


Greathed.—Letters written during the 
Siege of Delhi. By H. H. GREATHED, late 
of the Bengal Civil Service. Edited by his 
Widow. Post 8vo. 8s. 6d. 


Green.—Lives of the Princesses of Eng- 
land. By Mrs. Mary ANNE EVERETT 
GREEN, Editor of the Letters of Royal and 
Illustrious Ladies. With numerous Por- 
traits. Complete in 6 vols. post 8vo. price 
10s. 6d. each. Any Volume may be had 
separately to complete sets. 


Greyson. — Selections from the Corre- 
spondence of R. E. H. Greyson, Esq. 
Edited by the Author of The Eclipse of 
Faith. Second Edition. Crown 8vo. 7s.6d. 


Grove. — The Correlation of Physical 
Forces. By W. R. Grove, Q.C., M.A., 
F.RS., &c. Third Edition. 8vo. price 7s. 


Gurney.—St. Louis and Henri IV. : Being 
a Second Series of Historical Sketches. 
By the Rev. Joun H. Gurvey, M.A., Rector 
of St. Mary’s, Marylebone. Fep. 8vo. 6s. 


Evening Recreations; or, Samples from the 
Lecture-Room. Edited by the Rev. J. H. 
Gurney, M.A. Crown 8vo. 5s. 


Gwilt’s Encyclopedia of Architecture, 
Historical, Theoretical, and Practical. By 
JosEPpH GwItt. With more than 1,000 
Wood Engravings, from Designs by J. 8S. 
Gwitt. Fourth Edition. 8vo. 42s, 


Hare (Archdeacon).—The Life of Luther, 
in Forty-eight Historical Engravings. By 
Gustav Kéyie. With Explanations by 
Archdeacon Hare and Susanna WIXK- 
WORTH. Fep. 4to. price 28s. 


Harford.—Life of Michael Angelo Buon- 
arroti: With Translations of many of his 
Poems and Letters; also Memoirs of Savo- 
narola, Raphzel, and Vittoria Colonna. By 
Joun 8S. Harrorp, Esq. D.C.L., F.B.S. 
Second Edition, thoroughly revised; with 
20 copperplate Engravings. 2 vols. 8vo. 2ds. 


Illustrations, Architectural and Pictorial, of 
the Genius of Michael Angelo Buonarroti. 
With Descriptions of the Plates, by the 
Commendatore Canina; O. BR. COCKERELL, 
Esq., R.A.; and J. 8. Harrorp, Eaq., 
D.C.L., F.R.S. Folio, 73s. 6d. haif-bound. 


Harrison.—The Light of the Forge; or, 
Counsels drawn from the Sick-Bed of E. M. 
By the Rev. W. Harrison, M.A., Domestic 
Chaplain to H.R.H. the Duchess of Cam- 
bridge. Fep. 8vo. price 5s. 
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Harry Hieover.—Stable Talk and Table 
Talk; or, Spectacles for Young Sportsmen. 
By Harry Hrrover. New Edition, 2 vols. 
Svo. with Portrait, price 24s. 


Harry Hieover.—The Hunting-Field. By Harry 
Hrrover. With Two Plates. Fecp. 8vo. 
5s. half-bound. 


Hieover. — Practical Horsemanship. 
By Harry Hrieover. Second Edition; with 
2 Plates. Fcp. 8vo. 5s. half-bound. 


Harry Hieover.—The Pocket and the Stud; or, 

* Practical Hints on the Management of the 
Stable. By Harry Hitover. Third 
Edition; with Portrait of the Author. Fep. 
8yo. price 5s. half-bound. 


Harry Hieover.—The Stud, for Practical Pur- 
poses and Practical Men: Being a Guide 
to the Choice of a Horse for use more than 
for show. By Harry Hikover. With 
2 Plates. Fcp.8vo. price 5s. half-bound. ~ 


Hassall.—Adulterations Detected; or, 
Plain Instructions for the Discovery of 
Frauds in Food and Medicine. By ArTHUR 
Hitt Hassatt, M.D. Lond., Analyst of The 
Lancet Sanitary Commission ; and Author of 
the Reports of that Commission published 
under the title of Food and its Adulteralions 
(which may also be had, in 8vo. price 28s.) 
With 225 Illustrations, engraved on Wood. 
Crown Svo. 17s. 6d. 


Hassall.—A History of the British Fresh 
Water Alge: Including Descriptions of the 
Desmides and Diatomacer. With upwards 
of One Hundred Plates of Figures, illus- 
trating the various Species. By ARTHUR 
Hitt Hassatt, M.D., Author of DBMicro- 
scopic Anatomy of the Human Body, &. 2 
vols. 8vo. with 103 Plates, price £1. 15s. 


Col. Hawker’s Instructions to Young 
Sportsmen in all that relates to Guns and 
Shooting. 11th Edition, revised by the 
Author’s Son, Major P. W. L. Hawker ; 
with a Bust of the Author, and numerous 
Illustrations. Square crown 8yo. 18s. 


Haydn’s Book of Dignities: Containing 
Rolls of the Official Personages of the British 
Empire, Civil, Ecclesiastical, Judicial, Mili- 
tary, Naval, and Municipal, from the Earliest 
Periods to the Present Time. Together 
with the Sovereigns of Europe, from the 
Foundation of their respective States; the 
Peerage and Nobility of Great Britain; &. 
Being a New Edition, improved and conti- 
nued, of Beatson’s Political Index. 8yo. 
price 25s. half-bound. 


Hayward. — Biographical and Critical 
Essays, reprinted from Reviews, with Ad- 
ditions and Corrections. By A. Haywarp, 
Esq.,Q,.C. 2 vols. 8vo. price 248. 


CONTENTS. 

‘1. Sydney Smith. 12. The Crimean Campaign. 
2, Samual rs. 13. American Orators and 
3. James Smith. Statesmen. 
4. George Selwyn. 14, Journalism in France. 
5. Lord Chesterfield. 15. Parisian Morals and 
6. Lord Melbourne. Manners. 
7. General Von Radowitz. | 16. The Imitative Powers of 
8. Countess Hahn-Hahn. Music. 
9. De Stendahl (Henri 17. British Field Sports. 

Boyle) 18. Science and Literature 
10. Pierre nt. of Etiquette. 
11. Lord Eldon and the 19. The Art of Dining. 


Chances of the Bar, 


Sir John Herschel.—Outlines of Astro- 
nomy. By Sir Joun ¥. W. Herscuxt, 
Bart., K.H., M.A. Kfth Edition, revised 
and corrected to the existing state of Astro- 
nomical Knowledge ; with Plates and Wood- 
cuts. 8vo. price 18s. 


Sir John Herschel’s Essays from the Edin- 
burgh and Quarterly Reviews, with Ad- 
dresses and other Pieces. 8vo. price 18s. 


Hinchliff.—Summer Months among the 
Alps: With the Ascent of Monte Rosa. ~ 
By Tuomas W. Hinoutirr, of Lincoln’s 
Inn, SBarrister-at-Law. With 4 tinted 
Views and 3 Maps. Post 8vo. price 10s. 6d. 


Hints on Etiquette and the Usages of 
Society: With a Glance at Bad Habits. 
New Edition, revised (with Additions) by a 
Lady of Rank. Fcp.8vo. price Half-a-Crown. 


Holland. — Medical Notes and Reflec- 
tions. By Sir Henry Howzanp, Bart., 
M.D., F.R.S., &., Physician in Ordinary 
to the Queen and Prince-Consort. Third 
Edition, revised throughout and corrected ; 
with some Additions. 8vo. 18s. 


Sir H. Holland’s Chapters on Mental Physi- 
ology, founded chiefly on Chapters contained 
in Medical Notes and Reflections. Second 
Edition. Post 8vo. price 8s. 6d. 


Hooker.—Kew Gardens; or, a Popular 
Guide to the Royal Botanic Gardens of 
Kew. By Srp WiLL1AM Jackson HOokEr, 
K.H., &c., Director. 16mo. price Sixpence. 


Hooker and Arnott.—The British Flora ; 
comprising the Pheenogamous or Flowering 
Plants, and the Ferns. Seventh Kdition, 
with Additions and Corrections; and nu- 
merous Figures illustrative of the Umbelli- 
ferous Plants, the Composite Plants, the 
Grasses, and the Ferns. By Sm W. J. 
Hooxer, F.R.A. and L.8., &c.; and G. A. 
Watker-Arnott, LL.D., F.L.S. 12mo. 
with 12 Plates, price 14s8.; with the Plates 
coloured, price 21s. . 
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Horne’s Introduction to the Critical 
Btudy and Knowledge of the Holy Serip- 
tures. Tenth Edition, revised, corrected, 
and brought down to the present time. 
Edited by the Rev. T. HarrwEti Horne, 
B.D. (the Author); the Rev. Samusu 
Davrpson, D.D. of the University of Halle, 
and LU.D.; and 8. Pripgraux TREGELLES, 
LL.D. With 4 Maps and 22 Vignettes and 
Facsimiles. 4 vols. 8vo. £3. 13s. 6d. 


*,* The Four Volumes may also be had separately as 
follows :— 


Von. 1.—A Sammary of the Evidence for the Sone, 
Authenticity, Uncorrupted Preservation, and Inspiration o 


the Holy Scriptures. By the Rev. T. H. Horne, B.D. .8vo.15s, 


Vor. I.—The Text ofthe Old Testament considered: With 
a Treatise on Sacred Interpretation * and a brief Introduc- 
tion to the Old Testament Books and the 4pocrypia. ng A 
Davidson, D.D. (Halle) and LL.D. ............0005 8vo. 


Vou. T.—A Sam f Biblical Geography and Anti- 
quities. By the Rev. T. n. Horne, B.D my Svo. 18s. 


Vox. IV.—An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the 
New Testament. By the Rev. T. H. Horne, B.D. The 
Oritical Part re-written, and the revised 
edited by S. P. Tregelles, LL.D. ........cceseeeees 8vo. 186. 


Horne. — A Compendious Introduction 
to the Study of the Bible. By the Rev. 
T. HarrwkE. Horne, B.D. New Edition, 
with Maps and [Justrations, 12mo. 9s. 


Hoskyns,—Talpa ; or, the Chronicles of 
a Clay Farm: An Agricultural Fragment. 
By Cuanpos WREN Hoskyns, Esq. Fourth 
Edition. With 24 Woodcuts from the 
original Designs by GroRGE CRUIKSHANK. 
16mo. price 5s, 6d. 


Howitt (A. M.)—An Art-Student in 
Munich. By Anna Many Howirs. 2 
vols. post 8vo. price 146, 


Howitt.—The Children’s Year. By Mary 
Howirr. With Four Iiustrations, from 
Designs by A. M. Howirr. Square 16mo. 5s. 


Howitt.—Tallangetta, the Squatter’s 
Home: A Story of Australian Life. By 
Wii1yamM Howitt, Author of Two Years in 
Victoria, &c. 2 vols. post 8vo. price 18s. 


Howitt.— Land, Labour, and Gold; 
or, Two Years in Victoria: With Visit to 
Sydney and Van Diemen’s Land. By 

imL1aAM Howrrr. Second Edition, con- 
taining the most recent Information re- 
garding the Colony. 2 vols. crown 8vo. 
price 10s. 


Howitt.—Visits to Remarkable Places: 
Old Halls, Battle-Fields, and Scenes illustra- 
tive of Striking Passages in English Histo 
and Poetry. By W1itL14amM Howlrr. With 
about 80 Wood Engravings. New Edition. 
2 vols, square crown 8yvo. price 25s. 


William Howitt’s Boy’s Country Book: 
Being the Real Life of a Country Boy, 
written by bimself ; exhibiting all the 
Amusements, Pleasures, and Pursuits of 
Children in the Country. New Edition; 
with 40 Woodents. Fep. 8vo. price 6a. 


Howitt.— The Rural Life of England. By 
Wittuam Howirr. New Edition, cor- 
rected and revised; with Woodcuts by 
Bewick and Williams. Medium 8vo. 21s. 


The Abbe’ Huc’s work on the Chinese 
Empire, founded ou Fourteen Years’ Travels 
and Residence in China. People’s Edition, 
with 2 Woodcut Ilustrationa. Crown 8vo. 
price 5s. 


Huc.— Christianity in China, Tartary, 
and Thibet. By M. Abbé Huc, formerly 
Missionary Apostolic in China; Author of 
The Chinese Empire, &c. Vots. I. and II. 
Svo. 21s.; and Vou. ITI, price 10s. 6d. 


Hudson’s Plain Directions for Making 
Wills in conformity with the Law. New 
Edition, corrected and revised by the 
Author ; and practically illustrated by Spe- 
cimens of Wills containing many varieties 
of Bequests, also Notes of Cases judicially 
decided since the Wills Act came into ope- 
ration. Fep. 8vo. 2s. 6d. 


Hudson’s Executor’s Guide. New and 
enlarged Edition, revised by the Author 
with reference to the latest reported Cases 
and Acts of Parliament. Fop. 8vo. 6s. 


Hudson and Kennedy.—Where there ’s 
a Will there’s a Way: An Ascent of Mont 
Blanc by a New Route and Without Guides. 
By the Rev. C. Hupson, M.A., and E. 8. 
KENNEDY, B.A. Second Edition, with Plate 
and Map. Post 8vo. 5s. 6d. 


Humboldt’s Cosmos. Translated, with 
the Autbor’s authority, by Mrs. Saprxe. 
Vors. I. and II. 16mo. Half-a-Crown each, 
sewed; 3s. 6d. each, cloth: or in post 8vo. 
12s. each, cloth. Vou. II. post 8vo. 
12s. 6d. cloth: or in 16mo. Part I. 28. 6d. 
sewed, 3s. 6d. cloth ; and Parr I. 3s. sewed, 
4s. cloth. Vor, IV. Parr I. post 8vo. 15s. 
cloth; and 16mo. price 7s. 6d. cloth, or 
7s. sewed. 


Humboldt’s Aspects of Nature. Translated, 
with the Author's authority, by Mus.SaBire. 
16mo. price 6s.: or in 2 vols. 38. 6d. each, 
cloth; 2s. 6d. each, sewed. 
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Humphreys. — Parables of Our Lord, 
illuminated and ornamented in the style of 
the Missals of the Renaissance by HENRY 
Nort HumpuHeeys. Square fcep. 8vo. 21s. 
in massive carved covers; or 30s. bound in 
morocco by Hayday. 


Hunt. — Researches on Light in its 
Chemical Relations; embracing a Con- 
sideration of all the Photographic Processes, 
By Rosret Hunt, F.R.8. Second Edition, 
with Plate and Woodcuts. 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Hunt (Captain).—The Horse and his 
Master: With Hints on Breeding, Breaking, 
Stable-Management, Training, Elementary 
Horsemanship, Riding to Hounds, &. By 
Vere D, Hunt, Esq., late 109th Regt. Co. 
Dublin Militia. Fep. 870. with Frontispiece, 
price 5s. 


Hutchinson.— Impressions of Western 
Africa: With a Report on the Peculiarities 
of Trade up the Rivers in the Bight of 
Biafra. By T. J. Hurcnrinson, Eszq., 
British Consul for the Bight of Biafra and 
the Island of Fernando Po. Post 8vo. 
price 8s. 6d. 


Idle.—Hints on Shooting, Fishing, &c. 
both on Sea and Land, and in the Fresh- 
Water Lochs of Scotland: Being the Expe- 
riences of C, IpLE, Esq. Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


Mrs. Jameson’s Legends of the Saints 
and Martyrs, as represented in Christian Art: 
Forming the First Srrres of Sacred and 
Legendary Art. Third Edition, revised and 
improved; with 17 Etchings and upwards 
of 180 Woodcuts, many of which are new 
in this Edition. 2 vols. square crown 8vo. 
price 31s. 6d. 


Mrs. Jameson’s Legends of the Monastic 
Orders, as represented in Christian Art. 
Forming the Szconp Srnres of Sacred and 
Legendary Art. Second Edition, enlarged ; 
with 11 Etchings by the Author, and 88 
Woodcuts. » Square crown 8vo. price 28s. 


Mrs. Jameson’s Legends of the Madonna, 
as represented in Christian Art: Forming 
the TuHrrp Series of Sacred and Legendary 
Art. Second Edition, corrected and en- 
larged; with 27 Etchings and 165 Wood 
Engravirgs. Square crown 8vo. price 28s. 


Mrs. Jameson’s Commonplace-Book of 
Thoughts, Memories, and Fancies, Original 
and Selected. ParrI. Ethics and Character ; 
PaRT IT. Literature and Art. Second Edit. 
revised and corrected; with Etchings. and 
Woodcuts. Crown 8vo. 18s. 


Mrs. Jameson’s Two Lectures on the 
Social Employments of Women,—Sisters of 
Charity and the Communion of Labour. New 
Edition, with a Prefatory Letter on the 
present Condition and Requirements of the 
Women of England. Fep. 8vo. 2s. 


Jaquemet’s Compendium of Chronology: 
Containing the most important Dates of 
General History, Political, Ecclesiastical, 
and Literary, from the Creation of the 
World to the end of the Year 1854, * Second 
Edition. Post 8vo. price 7s. 6d. 


Jaquemet’s Chronology for Schools: Contain- 
ing the most important Dates of General 
History, Political, Ecclesisastical, and 
Literary, from the Creation of the World 
to the end of the year 1857. Edited by the 
Rey. J. Arconn, M.A. Fep. 8vo. 3s. 6d. 


Lord Jeffrey’s Contributions to The 
Edinburgh Review. A New Edition, com- 
plete in One Volume, with a Portrait en- 
graved by Henry Robinson, and a Vignette. 
Square crown 8yo. 21s. cloth ; or 30s. calf.— 
Or in 8 vols. 8vo. price 42s, Comprising— 


. General Literature and Literary Bio- 
graphy. 

. History and Historical Memoirs. 

. Poetry. 

. Philosophy of the Mind, Metaphysics, 
and Jurisprudence. 

. Novels, Tales, and Prose Works of Fiction. 

. General Politics. 

. Miscellaneous Literature, &c. 


Bishop Jeremy Taylor’s Entire Works: 
With Life by Bishop Heser. Revised and 
corrected by the Rev. Coantes Pace EDEN, 
Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford. Now 
complete in 10 vols. 8vo. 10s. 6d. each. 


Keith Johnston’s New Dictionary of 
Geography, Descriptive, Physical, Statistical, 
and Historical: Forming a complete Gene- 
ral Gazetteer of the World. New Edition, 
rectified to May 1859. In One Volume of 


~ 
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- 1,860 pages, comprising about 50,000 Names 


of Places. 8vo. 30s, cloth; or 35s. half- 
bound in russia. 


Kane.—Wanderings of an Artist among 
the Indians of North America; from-‘Canada 
to Vancouver’s Island and Oregon, through 
the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territory, and 
back again. By Pavt Kaye. With Map, 
Illustrations in Colours, and Wood En- 
gravings. S8vo. 21s. 


Kemble.—The Saxons in England: A 
History of the English Commonwealth till 
the Norman Conquest. By Jouw M. Kem- 
BLE, M.A., &. 2 vols. 8vo. 28s. 
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Kesteven.—A Manual of the Domestic 
Practice of Medicine. By W. B. KESTEVEN, 
Fellow of the Royal College of Surgeons of 
England, &c. Square post 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Kirby and Spence’s Introduction to 
Entomology ; or, Elements of the Natural 
History of Insects: Comprising an Account 
of Noxious and Useful Insects, of their Meta- 
morphoses, Food, Stratagems, Habitations, 
Societies, Motions, Noises, Hybernation, 
Instinct, &e. Seventh Edition, with an Ap- 
pendix relative to the Origin and Progress 
of the work. Crown 8vo. 5s. 


A Lady’s Tour round Monte Rosa; 
With Visits to the Italian Valleys of An- 
zasca, Mastalone, Camasco, Sesia, Lys, 
Challant, Aoste, and Cogne: In a Series of 
Excursions in the Years 1850, 1856, 1858. 
With Map, 4 Illustrations in Colours from 
Sketches by Mr. G. Barnard, and 8 Wood 
Engravings. Post 8vo. 14s. 


Mrs. R. Lee’s Elements of Natural His- 
tory; or, First Principles of Zoology : Com- 
prising the Principles of Classification, inter- 
spersed with amusing and instructive Ac- 
counta of the most remarkable Animals. 
New Edition; Woodcuts. Fep. 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


LARDNER’S CABINET CYCLOPADIA 


Of History, Biography, Literature, the Arts and Sciences, Natural History, and Manufactures. 
A Series of Original Works by 


THOMAS KEIGHTLEY, 
JOHN FORSTER, 

Stn WALTER Scorr, 
THomas Moorg, 


AND OTHER EMINENT WRITERS. 
Complete in 182 vols. fcp. 8vo. with Vignette Titles, price, in cloth, Nineteen Guineas. 
The Works separately, in Sets or Series, price Three Shillings and Sixpence each Volume. 


Sir JoHn HERSCHEL, 
Str JAMES MACKINTOSH, 
RoBERT SOUTHEY, 

Sir Davip BREWSTER, 


BrsHoPp THIRLWALL, 

THE Rev. G. R. GLEIe, 

J. C. L. De Srsmonp1, 

JoHN PuHitiies, F.R.S., G.S. 





A List of the Worxs composing the Caninet CycLopapia :— 


1. Bell’s History of Russia ........... wees. 8 Vols, 10s. 6d. 
9. Bell’s Lives of British Poets ............ 2 vols. 7s. 

3. Brewster’s Optics 1 vol. 8s. 6d. 
4, Cooley’s Maritime and Inland Discovery $ vols. 10s. 6d. 


5. Crowe’s History of France ............+. 8 vols. 10s. Gd. 
6. De Morgan on Probabilities ............ 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
7. De Sismondi’s History of the Italian 
Republicé .......cccccccscececeseseecs 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
8. De Sismondi’s Fall of the Roman Empire 2 vols. 7s. 
9. Donovan’s Chemistry ..........cc.eeees 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
10, Donovan’s Domestic Economy.......... 2 vols. 7s. 
11. Dunham’s Spain and Portugal.......... 5 vols. 17s. 6d. 
12 


. Dunham’s History of Denmark, Sweden, 


and Norway ......ccsccccsecccccccvens 3 vols. 10s. 6d. 
18. Dunham’s History of Poland............ 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
14. Dunham’s Germanic Empire............ $ vols. 10s. 6d. 
15. Dunham’s Europe during the Middle 

BOB ache esces cectdecsevectes dace ckes 4 vols. 14s. 
18. Dunham’s British Dramatists .......... 2 vols. 7s. 
17, Dunham’s Lives of Early Writers of 

Great Britain ..........ccceseeeee eens 1 vol. 8s. 6d. 
18. Fergus’s History of the United States .. 2 vols. 7s. 


. Fosbroke’s Grecian & Roman Antiquities 2 vols. 7s. 


20. Forster’s Lives of the Statesmen of the 

Commonwealth .............cceeeeees 5 vols. 17s. 6d. 
21. Gleig’s Lives of British Military Com- 

TMANGETS......ccrccccccccncvccsscccns 8 vols. 10s. 6d. 
92, Grattan’s History of the Netherlands... 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
93. Henslow’s Botany ..........ceceececcees 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
94. Herschel’s Astronomy ..............006: 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
25. Herschel’s Discourse on Natural Philo- 

BODDY 6icdscesy ctu Gecsatedccieixeses 1 vol. 8s. Gd. 
6. History of Rome...........e.cceececeees 2 vols. 7s. 
27. History of Switzerland..............00.- 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
98. Holland’s Manufactures in Metal ....... 8 vols. 10s. 6d. 
20. James’s Lives of Foreign Statesmen .... 5 vols. 17s. 6d. 
80, Kater and Lardner’s Mechanics ........ 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
31. Keightley’s Outlines of History ......... 1 vol. Ss. 6d. 
$2, Lardner’s Arithmetic ..........sceccee0 1 vol. 8s. 6d. 


23. Lardner’s Geometry Pecesccseceess &¢ ote 1 vol, 8s. 6d. 





34. Lardner on Heat 1 vol. Ss. 6d. 

85. Lardner’s Hydrostatics and Pneumatics 1 vol. 3s. GJ. 

$6. Lardner and Walker’s Electricity and 
Magnetism...........+.. caGteacatineees 2 vols. 7s. 


$7. Mackintosh, Forster, and Courtenay’s 

Lives of British Statesmen ........... 7 vols. 2!s. 6d. 
$8. Mackintosh, Wallace, and Bell’s History 

of England.............eseeeees eaencee 10 vols. 35s 
$9. Montgomery and Shelley’s eminent Ita- 

lian, Spanish, and Portuguese Authors 3 vols. 10s. Gd. 
40. Moore’s History of Ireland.............. 4 vols. lis. 
41, Nicolas’s Chronology of History ........ 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 
42, Phillips’s Treatise on Geology .......... 2 vols. 7s. 


Powell’s History of Natural Philosophy 1 vol. 3s. 6d. 


44. Porter’s Treatise on the Manufacture of 

UE os d's ota see de! waee rewire sasins 1 vol. 8s, GL 
45. Porter’s Manufactures of Porcelain and 

GIBBS 5i ss Sawa handidesdudennssaaea sey 1 vol. Ss. 6d. 
46. Roscoe’s British Lawyers.............00. 1 vol. Se. 6d. 
47. Scott’s History of Scotland ............. 2 vols. 7s. 
48. Shelley’s Lives of eminent French 

AVIUHOIN 335.2 oscs Sasgutsatniestiaes oo » 2 VOls. 7s. 
49. Shuckard and Swainson’s Insects....... 1 vol. $s. 6d. 


. Southey’s Lives of British Admirals .... 5 vols. 17s. 6d, 
. Stebbing’s Church History.............- 2 vols. 7s. 

. Stebbing’s History of the Reformation. . 2 vals. 7s. 

. Swainson’s Discourse on Natural History 1 vol. Ss. 6d. 


54. Swainson’s Natural History and Classi- 

fication of Animals ..............000- 1 vol. $s. 64. 
55. Swainson’s Habits and Instincts of 

AviMaNS yo oiicnk co ccaeeee ie eeutsas ad 1 vol. Ss. 62. 
56. Swainson’s Birds. .........c0sceccccccens 2 vols. 7s. 
57. Swainson’s Fish, Reptiles, &. ...... oes. 2 VOlS. 78. 
58, Swainson’s Quadrupeds .............000 1 vol, Ss. 62. 
59, Swainson’s Shells and Shell-Fish........ 1 vol. $s. &d. 
60. Swainson’s Animals in Menageries...... 1 vol. 36. 64 
61. Swainson’s Taxidermy and Biography of 


Zoologists 1 vol. $s. 61 
62. Thirlwall’s History of Greece.... ....... $ Vols, Bs. 
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The Letters of a Betrothed. Fep. 8vo. 


price 5s. cloth. 


Letters to my Unknown Friends. By 
a Lapy, Author of Letters on Happiness. 
Fourth Edition. Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


L.E.L.—The Poetical Works of Letitia 
Elizabeth Landon; comprising the Impro- 
visatrice, the Venetian Bracelet, the Golden 
Violet, the Troubadour, and Poetical Remains. 
New Edition ; with 2 Vignettes by R. Doyle. 
2 vols. 16mo. 10s. cloth ; morocco, 21s. 


Dr. John Lindley’s Theory and Practice 
of Horticulture ; or, an Attempt to explain 
the principal Operations of Gardening upon 
Physiological Grounds: Being the Second 
Edition of the Theory of Horticulture, much 
enlarged ; with 98 Woodcuts. 8vo. 21s. 


Dr. John Lindley’s Introduction to 
Botany. New Edition, with Corrections and 
copious Additions. 2 vols. 8vo. with Six 
Plates and numerous Woodcuts, price 24s. 


Dr. John Lindley’s Synopsis of the 
British Flora arranged according to the 
Natural Orders; containing Vasculares or 
Flowering Plants. Third Edition (reprinted). 
Fep. 8vo. 63. 


Linwood.—Anthologia Oxoniensis, sive 
Florilegium e Lusibus poeticis diversorum 
Oxoniensium Grecis et Latinis decerptum. 
Curante GuiIELMO Linwoop, M.A., Edis 
Christi Alumno. 8vo. price 14s. 


Lorimer’s (C.) Letters to a Young Master 
Mariner on some Subjects connected with 
his Calling. New Editicn. Fep. 8vo. 6s. 6d. 


Loudon’s Encyclopedia of Agriculture: 
Comprising the Theory and Practice of the 
Valuation, Transfer, Laying-out, Improve- 
ment, and Management of Landed Property, 
and of the Cultivation and Economy of the 
Animal and Vegetable Productions of Agri- 
culture. New and cheaper Edition; with 
1,100 Woodcuts. 8vo. 31s. 6d. 


Loudon’s Encyclopedia of Gardening: 
Comprising the Theory and Practice of Hor- 
ticulture, Floriculture, Arboriculture, and 
Landscape-Gardening. With many hundred 
Woodcuts. Corrected and improved by 
Mrs. Loupon. New and cheaper Edition. 
8yo. 31s. 6d. 


Loudon’s Encyclopedia of Trees and 
Shrubs, or Arboretum et Fruticetum Britan- 
nicum abridged: Containing the Hardy Trees 
and Shrubs of Great Britain, Native and 
Foreign, Scientifically and Popularly De- 
scribed. With about 2,000 Woodcuts. 
Svo. price 50s. 


Loudon’s Encyclopedia of Plants : Com- 
prising the Specific Character, Description, 
Culture, History, Application in the Arts, 
and every other desirable Particular respect- 
ing all the Plants found in Great Britain. 
New Edition, corrected by Mus. Lovpon. 
With upwards of 12,000 Woodcuts. 8vo. 
£3. 13s. 6d.—Second Supplement, 21s. 


Loudon’s Encyclopedia of Cottage, 
Farm, and Villa Architecture and Furniture. 
New Edition, edited by Mzs, Loupon ; with 
more than 2,000 Woodcuts. 8vo. 63s. 


Loudon’s Hortus Britannicus; or, Cata- 
logue of all the Plants found in Great 
Britain. New Edition, corrected by Mrs. 
Lovpon. 8vo. 31s. 6d. 


Mrs. Loudon’s Lady’s Country Compa- 
nion; or, How to Enjoy a Country Life 
Rationally. Fourth Edition, with Plates 
and Woodcuts. Fcp. 8vo. 5s, 


Mrs. Loudon’s Amateur Gardener's 
- Calendar, or Monthly Guide to what should 
be avoided and done in a Garden. WNew 
Edition. Crown 8vo. with Woodcuts, 7s. 6d. 


Low’sElements of Practical Agriculture; 
comprehending the Cultivation of Plants, the 
Husbandry of the Domestic Animals, and 
the Economy of the Farm. New Edition ; 
with 200 Woodcuts. 8vo. 21s. 


Macaulay.—Speeches of the Right Hon. 
Lord Macaulay. Corrected by Himsxuy. 
8vo. price 12s.—Lord Macaulay’s Speeches 
on Parliamentary Reform, 16mo. price 1s. 


Macaulay. — The History of England 
from the Accession of James II. By 
the Right Hon. Lorp Macauray. New 
Kdition. Vous. I. and II. 8vo. price 82s. ; 
Voxs. III. and IV. price 36s. 


Lord Macaulay’s History of England 
from the Accession of James II. New 
Edition of the first Four Volumes of the 
8vo. Edition, revised and corrected. 7 vols. 
post 8vo. price 63. each. 


Lord Macaulay’s Critical and Historical 
Essays contributed to The Edinburgh 
Review. Four Editions, as follows :— 

1. A Library EDITION (the NintA), in 8 vols. 8vo, 
price 36s. 


2, Complete in Owz VoLtuME, with Portrait and Vig- 
pete: oo crown 8vo. price 21s. cloth; or 
. calf, 


$8. Another Nzgw EDITION, in 8 vols. fep. 8vo0. price 
2is. cloth. 


4, The Pror_x’s EpITION, in 2 vols, crown 8vo. price 
Ss. cloth. 
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Macaulay.—Lays of Ancient Rome, with 
Tory and the Armada. By the Right 
Hon. Lorp Macautay. New Edition. 
16mo. price 4s. 6d. cloth; or 10s. 6d. 
bound in morocco. 


Lord Macaulay’s Lays of Ancient Rome. 
With numerous Illustrations, Original and 
from the Antique, drawn on Wood by 
George Scharf, jun., and engraved by Samuel 
Williams. New Edition. Fop. 4to. price 
21s. boards ; er 42s. bound in moreoceo. 


Mac Donald. — Poems. By George 
Mao Donwarp, Author of Within and With- 
out. Fop. 8vo. 7s. 


Mac Donald.—Within and Without: A 
Dramatic Poem. By Grorer Mao Donaxp. 
Second Edition, revised. ep. 8vo. 4s. 6d. 


MacDougall.—The Theory of War illus- 
trated by numerous Examples from His- 
tory. ByLieutenant-Colonel MacDovaatt, 
Commandant of the Staff College. Second 
Edition, revised. Post 8vo, with 10 Plans 
of Battles, price 10s. 6d. 


MacDougall. -The Campaigns of Hannibal, 
arranged and critically considered, ex- 
pressly for the use of Students of Military 
History. By Lieut.-Col. P. L. MacDoveatt, 
Commandant of the Staff College. Post 
Syvo. with Map, 7s. 6d. 


M‘Dougall—The Eventful Voyage of 
H.M. Discovery -Ship Resolute to the Arctic 
Regions in Search of Str John Franklin and 
the Missing Crews of H.H. Lnscovery Ships 
Erebus and Terror, 1852, 1853, 1854. By 
Groner F. M‘DovGatt, Master. With a 
coloured Chart; 8 Illustrations in tinted 
Lithography ; and 22 Woodcuts. 8vo. price 
21s. cloth. 


Sir James Mackintosh’s Miscellaneous 
Works: Including his Contributions to The 
Edinburgh Review. Complete in One 
Volume; with Portrait and Vignette. 
Square crown 8vo. 21s. cloth ; or 30s. bound 
in calf: or in 8 vols. fep. 8vo. 21s. 


Sir James Mackintosh's History of England 
from the Earliest Times to the final Esta- 
blishment of the Reformation. Library Edi- 
tion, revised. 2 vols. 8vo. 21s. 


M'‘Culloch’s Dictionary, Practical, Theo- 
retical, and Historical, of Commerce and 
Commercial Navigation. Illustrated with 
Maps and Plans. New Edition, revised and 
adapted to the Present Time ; containing 
much additional Information. [Just ready. 


M‘Culloch’s Dictionary, Geographical, 
Statistical, and Historical, of the various 
Countries, Places, and principal Natural 
Objects in the World. Illustrated with Six 
large Maps. New Edition, revised; with a 
Supplement. 2 vols. 8yo. price 63s. 


Maguire.—Rome; its Ruler and its In- 
stitutions. By JoHN Francis MaGorRre, 
M.P. Second Edition, revised and enlarged ; 
with a new Portrait of Pope Pius IX. 
eet. 66. Post 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Mrs. Marcet’s Conversations on Natural 
Philosophy, in which the Elemente of that 
Science are familiarly explained. Thirteenth 
Edition, d and corrected; with 34 
Plates. Fep. 8vo. price 10s. 6d. 


Mrs. Marcet's Conversations on Chemistry, 
in which the Elements of that Science 
are familiarly explained and illustrated by 
Experiments. New Edition, enlarged and 
improved. 2 vols. fep. 8vo. price 14s, 


Marshman.— The Life and Times of 
Carey, Marshman, and Ward: Embracing 
the Hist of the Serampore Mission. 
By Joun CuarK MarsHMAN, 2 vols. 8vo. 
price 25s. 


Martineau. — Studies of Christianity : 
A Series of Original Papers, now first col- 
lected or new. By James MARriIneEst. 
Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Martineau. — Endeavours after the Christian 
Life: Discourses. By James Marrrngav. 
2 vols. post 8vo. 7s. 6d. each. 


Martineau.—Hymns for the Christian 
Church and Home. Collected and edited by 
JAMES MaRTINEAU. Eleventh Edition, 12mo. 
3s. 6d. cloth, or 5s. calf; Fifth Edition, 82mo. 
1s. 4d. cloth, or 1s. 8d. roan. 


Martineau.—Miscellanies: Comprising Essays 
on Dr. Priestley, Arnold’s Life and Corre- 
spondence, Church and State, Theodore 
Parker’s Discourse of Religion, “Phases of 
Faith,” the Church of England, and the 
Battle of the Churches. By James Mar- 
TINEAU. Post Svo. 9s. 


Maunder’s Scientific and Literary Trea- 
sury: A new and popular Encyclopedia of 
Science and the Belles-Lettres ; including 
all branches of Science, and every subject 
connected with Literature and Art. New 
Edition. Fep. 8vo. price 10s, cloth ; bound 
in roan, 128.; calf, 12s. 6d. 
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Maunder’s Biographical Treasury; con- 
sisting of Memoirs, Sketches, and brief 
Notices of above 12,000 Eminent Persons of 
All Ages and Nations, from the Earliest 
Period of History: Forming a complete 
Popular Dictionary of Universal Biography. 
Eleventh Edition, revised, corrected, and ex- 
tended in a Supplement to the Present 
Time. ¥Fep. 8vo. 10s. cloth; bound in roan, 
128.; calf, 12s. 6d. ; 


Maunder’s Treasury of Knowledge, and 
Lib of Reference. Compriaing an Eng- 
lish “Deotionary and Grammar, a Daiversl 
Gazetteer, a Classical Dictionary, a Chrono- 
logy, a Law Dictionary, a Synopsis of the 
Peerage, numerous useful Tables, &. New 
Edition, entirely reconstructed and re- 
printed ; revised and improved by B. B. 
Woopwarp, B.A. F.8.A.: Assisted by J. 
Morris, Solicitor, London ; and W. Huewss, 
¥.R.G.8. Fop. 8vo. 10s. cloth; bound in 
roan, 12s.; calf, 12s. 6d. 


Maunder’s Treasury of Natural History; 
or, a Popular Dictionary of Animated 
Nature: In which the Zoological Character- 
istics that distinguish the different Olasses, 
Genera, and Species, are combined with a 
variety of interesting Information illustrative 
of the Habits, Instincts, and General Heo- 
nomy of the Animal Kingdom. With 900 
Woodcuts. New Edition. Fep. 8vo. price 
10s. cloth; roan, 12s.; calf, 12s. 6d. 


Maunder’s Historical Treasury; com- 
prising a General Introductory Outline of 
Universal History, Ancient and Modern, 
and a Series of separate Histories of every 

rincipal Nation that exists; their Rise, 

rogress, and Present Condition, the Moral 
and Social Character of their respective In- 
habitants, their Religion, Manners and Cus- 
toms, &. New Edition ; revised through- 
out, with anew GENERAL INDEX. Fep. 8vo. 
10s. cloth; roan, 128.; ealf, 12s. 6d. 


Maunder’s Geographical Treasury. — 
The Treasury of Geography, Physical, His- 
torical, Descriptive, and Political; contain- 
ing a succinct Account of Every Country in 
the World: Preceded by an ‘Tnteoductory 
Outline of the History of Geography; a. 
Familiar Inquiry into the Varieties of Race 
and Language exhibited by different Nations; 
and a View of the Relations of Geography 
to Astronomy and Physical Science. Com- 
pleted by WILLIAM Hueues, F.R.G.8. New 
Edition; with 7 Maps and 16 Steel Plates. 


Fep. 8vo. 10s. cloth ; roan, 12s, ; calf, 12s. 6d. 


Mildred Norman the Nazarene. By a 
WorxKING Man. Crown 8vo. 5s. 


Merivale.— A History of the Romans 
under the Empire. By the Rev. CHARLES 
MERIVALE, B.D., late Fellow of St. John’s 
College, Cambridge. 8vo. with Maps. 


Vots. I. and II. cae eyes the History to the Fall of 
uitua Cesar, Second Edition...............0ccccecuce is 


Vou. ILI. to the establishment of the Monarchy by Au- 
gustus. Second Edition ................0ccc00c5. ed las, 


PeMen mame res R eer ses ears nerenseaereceresessecesnee 


Vot. VI. from the Reign of Nero, a.p. 54, to the Fall of 
Terusalem, A.D. 10.0... .eccecccccesscccscacccecseecessenssesestescee cess. 4680 


Merivale.—The Fall of the Roman Republic: 
A Short History of the Lact Century of 
the Commonwealth. By the Rev. C. Mzgi- 
VaLE, B.D. New Edition. 12mo. 7s. 6d._ 


Merivale (Miss).—Christian’ Records: 
Short History of Apostolic Age. By L. A. 
MERIVALE. JF cp. 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Miles.—The Horse’s Foot, and How to 
Keep it Sound. ighth Edition; with an 
Appendix on Shoeing in general,and Hunters 
in particular, 12 Plates and 12 Woodcuts. 
By W. Miuxs, Eag. Imperial 8vo. 12s, 6d. 
*,* Two Casts or moe On Fore Feet, No. 1, Shod for 


All oses, No. 2, Shod ther, on Mr. Miles’ 
may be had, price 8s. each. : _— 


Miles._A Plain Treatise on Horse-Shoeing. 
By WItLIaM MILE, Esq., With Plates and 
Woodcuts. New Edition. Post 8vo. Qa. 


Milner’s History ofthe Church of Christ. 
With Additions by the late Rev. Isaac 
Mityzr, D.D., F.R.S. A New Edition, 
revised, with additional Notes by the Rev. 
T. GRANTHAM, B.D. 4 vols. 8vo. price 52s. 


Minturn.—From New York to Delhi by 
way of Rio de Janeiro, Australia, and China. 
By Rosert B. Minturn, Jun. With 
coloured Route-Map of India. Post 8vo. 
price 7s. 6d. * 


Mollhausen. — Diary of a Journey from 
the Mississippi to the Coasts of the Pacific, 
with a United States Government Expedi- 
tion. By B. Métzwavsen, Topographical 
Draughtsman and Naturalist to the Expe- 
dition. With an Introduction by Baron 
HumBOLDT ; a Map, coloured Illustrations, 
and Woodcuts. 2 vols. 8yo. 30s. 


James Montgomery’s Poetical Works: 
Collective Edition ; with the Author’s Auto- 
biographical Prefaces, complete in One 
Volume ; with Portrait and Viznette. Square 
crown 8vo. price 10s. 6d. cioth; morocco, 
21s.—Or, in 4 vols. fep. 8vo. with Portrait, 
and 7 other Plates, price 14s, 
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Moore.—The Power of the Soul over the 
Body, considered in relation to Health and 
Morals. By Grorez Moorz, M.D. Bifth 
Edition. Fep. 8vo. 6s. 


Moore.—Man and his Motives. By George 
MoorE, M.D. Third Edition. Feop. 8vo. 6s. 


Moore.—The Use of the Body in relation to the 
Mind. By Grora@r Moorz, M.D. Third 
Edition. Fep. 8vo. 6s. 


Moore. — Memoirs, Journal, and Corre- 
spondence of Thomas Moore. Edited by 
the Right Hon. Lory Joun RussEtL, M.P. 
With Portraits and Vignette Lllustrations. 
8 vols. post 8vo. price 10s. 6d. each, 


Thomas Moore’s Poetical Works: Com- 
prising the Author’s Autobiographical Pre- 
faces, latest Corrections, and Notes. Various 
Editions of the separate Poems and complete 
Poetical Works, as follows :— 


8. da. 
LALLA ROOKH, S2mo, ruby typo ........ccccencees 10 
LALLA ROOKH, 16mo. Vignette ...........00. ee ae 
LALLA ROOKH, square crown 8vo, Plates ........ 1 0 


LALLA ROOKH, fep. 4to. with Woodcut Ilustra- 
tions by TENNIEL, in the press. 


IRISH MELODIES, S2mo. ruby type ..........0e0- 10 
IRISH MELODIES, 16mo. Vignette................ 26 
IRISH MELODIES, square crown 8vo. Plates...... 21 0 
IRISH MELODIES, illustrated by Mactuisz, super- 

POVRL BVO iis ccbsiscaes dekesiee cidade cin dese ea das $1 6 
SONGS, BALLADS, and SACRED SONGS, 32mo. 

PUDY U9 DOS cccivsics Ge saes bacsmeevinidans shone veer. 2 6 
SONGS, BALLADS, and SACRED SONGS, 16mu. 


WAGNCUD: soni Sis rcitentaed ssawen tens eeeesesenetens 5 0 
POETICAL WORKS, People’s Edit.10 Parts, each 1 0 
POETICAL WORKS, Cabinet Edition, 10 Vous. ea. 3 6 
POETICAL WORKS, Traveller’s Edit., crown 8vo. 12 6 
POETICAL WORKS, Library Edition, medium 8vo. 21 0 


SELECTIONS, entitled ** POETRY and PICTURES 
trom THOMAS MOORE,” fep.4to. with Wood Engs. 21 0 


MOORE’S EPICUREAN, 16mo. Vignette .......... 5 0 


Edttions printed with the Music. 


JRISH MELODIES, People’s Edition, small 4to. .. 12 0 
JRISH MELODIES, imperial 8vo. small music size 31 6 
HARMONISED AIRS from IRISH MELODIES, 
imperial BVOs 2 oiiisasisieeeesicased olectaccesecbecens 15 0 
NATIONAL AIRS, People’s Edition, 10 Nos. each.. 1 0 
NATIONAL AIRS, imperial 8vo. small music size.. 381 6 
SACRED SONGS and SONGS from SCRIPTURE, 
Impérial S¥ Os: ce ieccccavcsdavevoutes esa cecdsccaw ends 16 0 


No Edition of Thomas Moore’s Poetical 
Works, or of any separate Poem of Moore’s, 
can be published complete except by Messrs. 
Loneman and Co. 


Morell.—Elements of Psychology: Part 
I., containing the Analysis of the Intellectual 
Powers. By J.D. Moret, M.A., One of 


Her Majesty’s Inspectors of Schools. Post 
8vo. 7s. 6d. 





Morning Clouds. By the Author of 


The Afternoon of Life. Second and cheaper 
Edition, revised throughout. Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


Morris (F. 0.)—Anecdotes in Natural 
History. By the Rev. F.O. Morris, B.A.; 
Rector of Nunburnholme, Yorkshire, Author 
of “‘ History of the Nests and Eggs of 
British Birds,” &c. Fep. 8vo. [Just ready. 


Morris (J.).—The Life and Martyrdom 
of St. Thomas Becket, Archbishop of Can- 
terbury and Legate of the Holy See. By 
Joun Morzis, Canon of Northampton. 
Post 8vo. 9s. 


Morton.—The Resources of Estates: A 
Treatise on the Agricultural Improvement 
and General Management of Landed 
Property. By Joun Lockaarr Morton, 
Civil and Agricultural Engineer; Author 
of Thirteen Highland and Agricultural 
Society Prize Essays. With 25 Illustrations 
in Lithography. Royal 8vo, 31s. 6d. 


Moseley.—The Mechanical Principles of 
Engineering and Architecture. By H. 
Mosrrxry, M.A., F.R.S., Canon of Bristol, 
&. Second Edition, enlarged; with nu- 
merous Corrections and Woodcuts. 8vo. 246. 


Memoirs and Letters of the late Colonel 


ARMINE Mountain, Aide-de-Camp to the 
Queen, and Adjutant-General of Her Ma- 
jesty’s Forces in India. Edited by Mrs. 
Mountain. Second Edition, revised ; with 
Portrait. Fep. 8vo. price 6s, 


Mure. — A Critical History of the Lan- 
guage and Literature of Ancient Greece. 
By Witt Murr, M.P. of Caldwell. 
Second Edition. Vors. I. to JIT. 8vo. price 
36s. ; Vou. IV. price 15s.; Vou. V. price 18s. 


Murray’s Encyclopedia of Geography ; 
comprising a complete Description of the 
Earth: Exhibiting its Relation to the 
Heavenly Bodies, its Physical Structure, the 
Natural History of each Country, and the 
Industry, Commerce, Political Institations, 
and Civil and Social State of All Nations. 
Second Edition ; with 82 Maps, and upwards 
of 1,000 other Woodcuts. 8vo. price 60s. 


Neale. — The Closing Scene ; or, Chris- 
tianity and Infidelity contrasted in the Last 
Hours of Remarkable Persons. By the 
Rev. ExsKINE NgaLz, M.A. New Editions. 
2 vols. fop. 8vo. price 6s. each. 
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Normanby (Lord).—A Year of Revolu- 
tion. From s Journal kept in Paris in the 
Year 1848. By the Marquis of NoRMANBY, 
K.G@. 2 vols. 8vo, 24s. 


Ogilvie. — The Master-Builder’s Plan ; 
or, the Principles of Organic Architecture 
as indicated in the Typical Forms of Animals. 
By Grorer Oaitviz, M.D. Post 8vo. 
with 72 Woodcuts, price 6s. 6d. 


Oldacre.—The Last of the Old Squires. 
A Sketch. By Czepric Orpacer, Esq., of 
Sax-Normanbury, sometime of Christ 
Church, Oxon. Crown 8vo. price 9s. 6d. 


Osborn. — Quedah; or, Stray Leaves 
from a Journal in Malayan Waters. By 
Captain SHERaRD OssorN, R.N., C.B., 
Author of Stray Leaves from an Arctic Jour- 
nal, &. With a coloured Chart and tinted 
Illustrations. Post 8vo. price 10s, 6d. 


Osborn.—The Discovery of the North- 
West Passage by H.M.S. Investigator, Cap- 
tain R. M‘CrurzE, 1850-1854. Edited by 
Captain SHERARD Oszory, C.B., from the 
Logs and Journals of Captain R. M‘Clure. 
Third Edition, revised ; with Additions to 
the Chapter on the Hybernation of Animals 
in the Arctic Regions, a Geological Paper 
by Sir Ropzrick 1. MugcuHison, a Portrait 
of Captain M‘Clure, a coloured Chart and 
tinted Illustrations. 8vo. price 15s. 


Owen.— Lectures on the Comparative 
Anatomy and Physiology of the Invertebrate 
Animals, delivered at the Royal College of 
Surgeons. By Ricuarp Owen, F.R.S., 
Hunterian Professor to the College. Second 
Edition, with 235 Woodcuts. 8vo. 21s. 


Professor Owen’s Lectures on the Comparative 
Anatomy and Physiology of the Vertebrate 
Animals, delivered at the Royal College of 
Surgeons in 1844 and 1846. With numerous 
Woodcuts. Vou. I. 8vo. price 14s, 


Memoirs of Admiral Parry, the Arctic 
Navigator. By his Son, the Rev. E. Panky, 
M.A. of Balliol College, Oxford ; Domestic 
Chaplain to the Lord Bishop of London. 
Sixth Edition; with a Portrait and coloured 
Chart of the North-West Passage. Fep. 
Svo. price 5s. 


Pattison.— The Karth and the Word; 
or, Geology for Bible Students. By S. R. 
Patrison, F.G.8. Fep. 8vo. with coloured 
Map, 3s. 6d. 





—_——_— 


Peaks, Passes, and Glaciers: a Series of 
Excursions by 


E. L. Amgs, M.A. 

E. ANDERSON, 

J. Baus, M.R.IA. 

C. H. Bunsrry, M.A. 
Rev. J. Lu. Davixs, M.A. 
R. W. E. ForstTER, 

Rev. J. F. Harpy, B.D. 


Edited by Joun Batt, M.R.I.A., F.LS., 
President of the Alpine Club. Second 
Edition ; with 8 Illustrations in Chromo- 
lithography, 8 Maps illustrative: of the 
Mountain-Explorations described in the 
volume, a Mup illustrative of the Ancient 
Glaciers of part of Caernarvonshire, various” 
Engravings on Wood, and several Diagrams. 
Square crown 8vo. 21s. 


-» M.A. 
F.R.8. & G.S. 


*,* The Eranr Swiss Maps, accompanied 
by a Table of the Hxe1auts of Mountarns, 
may be had separately, price 3s. 6d. 


Dr. Pereira’s Elements of Materia 
Medica and Therapeutics. Third Edition, 
enlarged and improved from the Author's 
Materials, by A. 8. Tayzor, M.D., and 
G. O. Rzzs, M.D.: With numerous Wood- 
cuts. Vox. I. 8vo. 28s.; Vou. II. Parr I. 
21s.; Vou. II. Part II. 26s. 


Dr. Pereira’s Lectures on Polarised Light, 
together with a Lecture on the Microscope. 
2d Edition, enlarged from Materials left by 
the Author, by the Rev. B. PowEtt, M.A., 
&. Fep. 8vo. with Woodcuts, 7s. 


Perry.—The Franks, from their First 
Appearance in History to the Death of King 
Pepin. By Water C. PErry, Barrister- 
at-Law, Doctor in Philosophy and Master 
of Arts in the University of Gdttingen. 
8yo. price 12s. 6d. 


Peschel’s Elements of Physics. Trans- 
lated from the German, with Notes, by 
KE. West. With Diagrams and Woodcuts. 
3 vols. fep. 8vo. 21s. 


Phillips’s Elementary Introduction to 
Mineralogy. A New Edition, with extensive 
Alterations and Additions, by H. J. Brooxe, 
F.RB.S., F.G.8.; and W. H. Miizer, M.A., 
¥F.G.8. With numerous Wood Engravings. 
Post 8vo. 18s. 


Phillips.—A Guide to Geology. By John 
Purixieg, M.A., F.R.S., F.G.8., &. Fourth 
Edition, corrected to the Present Time; 
with 4 Plates. Fop. 8vo. 5s. 


18 NEW WORKS anv NEW EDITIONS 


ee 


Piesse’s Chymical, Natural, and Physi- 
cal Magic, for the Instruction and Enter- 
tainment of Juveniles during the Holiday 
Vacation. With 30 Woodcuts and an In- 
visible Portrait of the Author. Fep. 8va. 
8s. 6d. harlequin cloth. 


Piesse’s Art of Perfumery, and Methods 
of Obtaining the Odours of Plants: With 
Instruetions for the Manufactureof Perfomes 
for the Handkerchief, Scented Powders, 
Odorous Vinegars, Dentifrices, Pomatums, 
Cosmétiques, Perfumed Soap, &.; and an 
Appendix on the Colours of Flowers, Arti- 
ficial Fruit Essenees, &c. Second Edition, 
revised and improved ; with 46 Woodcuts. 
Crown 8yo. 8s. 6d. 


Pitt.—How to Brew good Beer: a com- 
lete Guide to the Art of Brewing Ale, 
Bitter Ale, Table Ale, Brown Stout, Porter, 
and Table Beer. To which are added Prac- 
tical Instructions for making Malt. By 
Joun Pret, Butler to Sir William R. P. 
Geary, Bart. Fen. Svo. 4s. 6d. 


Porter. — History of the Knights of 
Malta, or the Order of the Hospital of St. 
John of Jerusalem. By Major WHITWORTH 
Porter, Royal Engineers. With 5 Illus- 
trations, 2 vols. 8vo. 24s. 


Powell.—Essays on the Spirit of the 
Inductive epee ta the Unity of Worlds, 
and the Philosophy of Creation. By the 
Rev. BavEn PowEtt, M.A.,F.R.S.,F.R.A58., 
¥.G.S., Savilian Professor of Geometry in the 
University of Oxford. Second Kdition, re- 
vised. Crown 8vo. with Woodcuts, 12s. 6d. 


Christianity without Judaism: A Second Series 
ef Essays on the Unity of Worlds and of 
Nature. By the Rev. Bapzn PowEtt, M.A., 
&c. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


The Order of Nature considered in reference to 
the Claims of Revelation: A Third Series 
of Essays on the Unity of Worlds and of 
Nature By the Rey. Bapzw Powez1, 
M.A., &. Crown 8vo. 12s. 


Pycroft. — The Collegian’s Guide; or, 
Recollections of College Days: Setting forth 
the Advantages and Temptations of a Uni- 
versity Education. By the Rev. J. Pycrart, 
B.A. Second Edition. Fep. 8vo. 


Pycroft’s Course of English Reading, adapted 
to every taste and capacity ; or, How and 
What to Read: With Literary Anecdotes. 
New Edition. Fep. 8vo. price 5s. 


Pycroft’s Crieket-Field; or, the Science and 
History of the Game of Cricket. Third 
Kdition, greatly improved ; with Plates and 
Woodcuts. Fep. &vo. price Sm. 
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Quatrefages (A. De). — Rambles of a2 
Naturalist on the Coasts of France, Spain, 
and Sicily. By A. De QuatTreEraass, 
Member of the Institute. Translated by 
E. C. OTTE. 2 vols. post 8vo. 15s. 


Raikes (T.)—Portion of the Journal kept 
by THomas Rarxes, Esq., from1831 to 1847: 
Comprising Reminiscences of Social and 
Political Life in London and Paris during 
that period. New Edition, complete in 
2 vols. crown 8vo. with 3 Portraits, price 
12s. cloth. 


Rich’s Iustrated Companion to the 
Latin Dictionaryand Greek Lexicon: Form- 
ing a Glossary of all the Words representing 
Visible Objects connected with the Arte, 
Manufactures, and Every-Day Life of the 
Ancients. With about 2,000 Woodcuts 
from the Antique. Post 8vo. 21s. 


Richardson. — Fourteen Years’ Expe- 
rience of Cold Water: Its Uses and Abuses. 
By Captain M. Ricwarpson, late of the 
4th Light Dragoons. * Post 8vo. with 
Woodeuts, price 6s. 


Horsemanship ; or, the Art of Riding 
and Managing a Horse, adapted to the Gaid- 
ance of Ladies and Gentlemen on the Road 
and in the Field: With Instructions for 
Breaking-in Colis and Young Horses. By 
Captain M. Ricnarpson, late of the 4th 
Light Dragoons, With& Plates. Square 
crown 8vo. 14s. 


Riddle’s Copious and Critical Latin- 
English Lexicon, founded on the German- 
Latin Dictionaries of Dr. William Freund. 
New Edition. Post 4to. 31s. 6d. 


Riddle’s Complete Latin-English and 
English-Latin Dictionary, for the use of 
Colleges and Schools. By the Rev. J. E. 
Rippis, M.A. of St. Edmund Hall, Oxford. 
New and cheaper Edition, revised and cor- 
rected. Svo. 21s. 


The English-Latin Dictionary, 76. 
Separately {the Latin-English Dictionary, 15s. 


Riddle’s Young Seholar’s Latin-Engtish 
and English-Latin Dictionary. New and 
cheaper dition, revised and corrected. 
Square 12mo. 10s. 6d. 


The Latin-English Dictionary, 6s. 
Separately {The English-Latin Dictionary, 5s. 


Riddle’s Diemond. Latin-English Dictionary. 
A Guide to the Meaning, Quality. anc 
right Accentuation of Latin Classical Words. 
Royal 32mo. price 4s. 








Rivers’s Rose-Amateur’s Guide ; contain: | 
ing ample Deseriptions of all the fine leading | 
varieties of Roses, regularly classed in their | 
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Mrs. SchimmelPenninck’s Writings and 
Life, edited by her relation, CurisTiana C. 
HANKIN :— 


respective Families; their History and | yife of Mary Aune SchimmelPenninck. Third 


Mode of Culture. Fep. 8vo. 3s. 64. 


Dr. E. Robinson’s Greek and English 
Lexicon to the Greek Testament. A New 
Edition, in great part re-written. 8vo. 18s. 


Mr. Henry Rogers’s Essays selected from 
Contributions to the Edinburgh Review. 
Second Kdition. 8 vola.fop. 8vo. price 21s. 

1. Thomas Fuller. 18. vanity ane Glory of 


8, Andrew Marvell. ra : 
8. Martin Luther. 14 Ultramontane Doubts. 


4. Leibnitz. 15. Right of Private Judg- 
5. Pascal. ment. 

6. Plato and Socrates. 16, The Oxford Tractarian - 
7. Descartes. : 

8. John Locke. 17. Recent pe ppuene 
9 f sm. 


. Sydney Smith’s Lec- 
tures. 
10. EngHish Language 
(Structure). 
11. English Language 


istory). 
12. Tie Britieh Pulpit, 


0 
18, Reason and Faith. 
19. Revolution and Re- 


form. 
90. Treatment of Crimi- 
& 
21, Prevention of Crime. 


Samuel Rogers's Reeollections of Per- 


sonal and Conversational Intercourse with 


CHARLES JamEs Fox, Privce TALBHYRAND, 

EpMUND BURKE, LorD ERSKINE, 

HENRY GRATTAN, Sin WaLTER Scort, 

RICHARD PoRSON, Lozp GRENVILLE, and 

JoHN Horne TOOKE, DUKE OF WELLINGTON, 
Second Edition. Fep. 8v». 5s. 


Dr. Roget’s Thesaurus of English Words 
and Phrases classified and arranged so as to 
facilitate the Expression of Ideas and assist 
in Literary Composition. Eighth Edition, 
revised and improved. Crown 8yvo. 10s. 6d. 


Ronalds’s Fly-Fisher's Entomology: 
With coloured Representations of the 
Natural and Artificial Insect, and a few Ob- 
servations and Instructions on Trout and 
Grayling Fishing. Fifth Edition, thoroughly 
revised by an Experienced Fly-Fisher; with 
20 new coloured Plates. 8vo. 14s. 


Rowton’s Debater: A Sertes of complete 
Debates, Outlines of Debates, and Questions 
for Discussion; with ample References to tho 
best Sources of Information. New Edition. 
Fep. 8vo. 6. 


Russell (Dr.)— Fhe Life of Cardinal 
Mezzofanti: With an Introductory Memoir 
of eminent Linguists, Ancient and Modern. 
By C. W. Russet1, D.D., President of St. 
Patrick’s College, Maynooth. With Portrait 
and Facstmiles. S8vo. 12s. 


Scherzer.—Travels in the Free States. of 
Central America: Nicaragua, Honduras, 
and San Salvador. By Dr. Can. SCHERZER. 
With a coloured Map. 2 vols. post 8vo. 16s. 


and cheaper Edition, with Corrections and 
Additions; complete in One Volume, with 
Portrait ..... ieedawreeeaes dee Post 8vo. 10s 6d. 


Select Memoirs of Port-Royal. To which are 
added Tour to Alet, Visit to Port-Royal, 
Gift of an Abbess, Biographical Notices, &. 
from original Documents. Fifth Edition, 
TOVISE ...... cece neeseeees 3 vols. post Svo. 21s. 


The Principles ef Beauty, as manifested n 
Nature, Art, and Human Character: with 
a Classification of Deformities; II. An 
Essay on the Temperaments (with Hlus- 
trations); III. Thoughts on Grecian and 
Gothic Architecture....... Post 8vo. 12s. 6d. 


Dr. L. Schmitz’s Schoo! History of Greece, 
from the Earliest Times to the Taking of 
Corinth by the Romans, B.c. 146, mainly 
based on Bishop Thirlwall’s History of 
Greece. Fifth Edition, with Nine new Sup- 
plementary Chapters on the Civilisation, 
Religion, Literature, and Arts of the An- 
cient Greeks, contributed by CaRIsToPHER 
Kyieut Watson, M.A., Trin. Coll. Camb. ; 
and illustrated with a Map of Athens and 137 
Woodcuts, designed from the Antique by 
G. Scharf, jun., F.S.A. 12mo. 7s. 6d. 


Scoffern (Dr.) — Projectile Weapons of 
War and Explosive Compounds. By J. 
Scorrern, M.B. Lond., late Professor of 
Chemistry in the Aldersgate College of 
Medicine. Fourth Edition, brought up to the 
present time in a Supplement. Post 8yo. 
with Woodcuts, 9s. 6d. 

SUPPLEMENT, containing new resources of 
WAPI ANG vias Sis ded cgntectoteautee tv aee eis 2s. 


Senior.— Journal kept in Turkey and 
Greece in the Autumn of 1857 and the 
beginning of 1858. By Nassau W. SEnTor, 
Esq. With 2 Maps and 2 Views in chromo- 
lithography. Post 8vo. 12s. 


Bowdler’s Family Shakspeare: In which 
nothing is added to the Original Text; but 
those words and expressions are oméetied 
which eannot with propriety be read aloud, 
Hlustrated with Thirty-six Vignettes en- 
graved on Wood from original Designs by 


@. COOER, B.A. ©, STOTHARD, B.A, 
R. COOKE, H. THOMSON, B.A. 
H. HOWARD, R.A, BR. WESTALL, R.A. 

H. SINGLETON, R. WORDFORDE, B.A. 
R. SMIEKE, B.A. 


New Edition, printed in a more convenient 
form. 6 vols. fep. 8vo. price 30s. cloth ; 
separately, 5s. each. 


*,* The Lisrary EnpIrTion, with the same 


Illustrations, in One Volume, medium 8vo, 
price 21s. cloth. > 


20 NEW WORKS anp NEW EDITIONS 


Sewell (Miss).—New and cheaper Col- 
lected Edition of the Tales and Stories of 
the Author of Amy Herbert. Complete in 
9 vols. crown 8vo. price £1. 10s. cloth; or 
each work, comprised in a single volume, 
may be had separately as follows :— 


AMY HERBERT ...............4. vee 23. 6d. 
GERTRUDE oui... cee cee eee ene eee eee 2s. 6d. 
The EARL’S DAUGHTER. ......... 28. 6d. 
The EXPERIENCE of LIFE...... 2s. 6d 
CLEVE HAGE | sciisccsassicvessiacntcs 3s. 6d. 
IVORS; or, the TWO COUSINS 3s. 6d. 
KATHARINE ASHTON ............ 3s. 6d. 
MARGARET PERCIVAL ......... 5s. Od. 
LANETON PARSONAGE ......... 4s. 6d. 


* T° the thoroughness | pure transparent sincerity 
and integrity, the ab- | tells even on those who are 
solute rectitude - inculcated | apt to find any work whose 
in thought, word, and deed, | alm and object are religious, 
and to the tender charity ex-} heavy and _ uninteresting. 
tended to the erring and re-| The re-publication of these 
pentant, we are inclined to | works in an easily accessible 
attribute the hold these | form ts a benefit of which we 
works take on readers of all | cannot over-estimate the solid 
classes and all ages. The! advantages.” GLOBE. 


Also by the Author of Amy Herbert, 


Ursula: A Tale of English Country Life. 
2 vols, fep. 8vo. price 12s, cloth. 


History of the Early Church, from the 
First Preaching of the Gospel to the Council 
of Nicea. 18mo. 4s. 6d. 


Self-Examination before Confirmation: 


With Devotions and Directions for Con- 
firmation-Day. 32mo. 1s. 6d. 


Readings for a Month preparatory to 
Confirmation : Compiled from the Works of 
Writers of the Early and of the English 
Church. Fecp. 8vo. price 4s. 


Readings for Every Day in Lent: Com- 
piled from the Writings of Bishop JkREMY 
Taytor. Fep. 8vo. price 6s. 


Sharp’s New British Gazetteer, or Topo- 
graphical Dictionary of the British Islands. 
and Narrow Seas: Comprising concise De- 
scriptions of about Sixty Thousand Places, 
Seats, Natural Features, and Objects of Note, 
founded on the best authorities. 2 vols. 
8vo. price £2. 16s. 


Short Whist; its Rise, Progress, and 
Laws: With Observations to make any one a 
Whist-Player. Containing also the Laws of 
Piquet, Cassino, Ecarté, Cribbage, Back- 
one: at apne A. ied Edition ; to 

ch are e recepts for 
Mrs. B. Fep. 8vo. Set eee 


Simpson.— Handbook of Dining; or, How 
to Dine, theoretically, philosophically, and 
historically considered : Based chiefly upon 
the Physiologie du Godt of Brillat-Savarin. 
By LEonagD, Francis Simpson, M.R.S.L. 
Fep. 8vo. 5s. 


Sinclair.— The Journey of Life. By 
CATHERINE Sincuarn, Author of The Busi- 
ness of Life. New Edition. Fep.8vo. 5s. 


Sir Roger De Coverley. From the Spec- 
tator. With Notes and Illustrations, by 
W. Henny WI1t1s; and 12 Wood Engrav- 
ings from Designs by F. Tayter. Second 
and cheaper Edition. Crown 8vo. 10s. 6d. ; 
or 21s. in morocco by Hayday.—An Edition 
without Woodcuts, in 16mo. price Is, 


The Sketches: Three Tales. By the 
Authors of Amy Herbert, The Old Man's 
Home, and Hawkstone. Third Edition ; with 
6 Illustrations. ep. 8vo. price 4s. 6d. 


Smee’s Elements of Electro-Metallurgy. 
Third Edition, revised, corrected, and con- 
siderably enlarged; with Electrotypes and 
numerous Woodcuts. Post 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Smith (G.)— History of Wesleyan Me- 
thodism. By wGxrorege Smitru, F.AS., 
Member of the Royal Asiatic Society, &. 
Vou. I. Wesley and his Times; and VOL. 
Il. The Middle Age of Methodism, from the 
Death of Wesley in 1791 to the Confer- 
ence of 1816. Crown 8vo. price 10s. 6d. 
each volume. 


Smith (J.) —The Voyage and Shipwreck 
of St. Paul: With Dissertations on the Life 
and Writings of St. Luke, and the Ships and 
Navigation of the Ancients. By James 
Saar, of Jordanhill, sq., F.R.S. Secord 
Edition ; with Charts, Views, and Wood- 
cuts. Crown 8vo. 8s. 6d. 


A Memoir of the Rev. Sydney Smith. 
By his Daughter, Lapy Hottayp. With 
a Selection from his Letters, edited by 
Mas. Austin. New Eadttion. 2 vols. 8vo0. 28e. 


The Rev. Sydney Smith’s Miscellaneous 
Works : Including his Contributions to The 
Edinburgh Review. Four Editions :— 

1. A Lisgary EpitTion (the Fourth), in 3 
vols. 8vo. with Portrait, 36s. 
2. Complete in ONE VoLuMgE, with Portrait 
and Vignette. Square crown 8vo. price 
21s. cloth ; or 30s. bound in calf. 

3. Another New EpirTiox, in 3 vols. fep. 

8vo. price 21s. 

4. The ProryE’s Epitioy, in 2 vols. crowa 

Syo. price 8s. cloth. 








The Rev. Sydney Smith’s Elementary 
Sketches of Moral Philosophy, delivered at 
the Royal Institution in the Years 1804, 
1805,and1806. Third Edition. Fep.8vo.7s. 


Snow.— Two Years’ Cruise off Tierra 
del Fuego, the Falkland Islands, Patagonia, 
and the River Plate: A Narrative of Life 
in the Southern Seas. By W. PAarKER 
Snow, late Commander of the Mission 
Yacht A//en Gardiner ; Author of “ Voyage 
of the Prince A/beré in Search of Sir John 
Franklin.” With 3 coloured Charta and 6 
tinted Illustrations. 2 vols. post 8vo. 24s. 


Robert Southey’s Complete Poetical 
Works; containing all the Author's last In- 
troductions and Notes. The Labrary Eas- 
tion, complete in One Volume, with Por- 
trait and Vignette. Medium 8vo. price 21s. 
cloth ; 42s. bound in morocco. — Also, the 
First collected Edition, in 10 vols. fep. 8vo. 

_ with Portrait and 19 Vignettes, price 35s. 


Southey’s Doctor, complete in One 
Volume. Edited by the Rev. J. W. WaRTER, 
B.D. With Portrait, Vignette, Bust, and 
coloured Plate, Square crown 8vo. 21s. 


Southey’s Life of Wesley ; and Rise and 
Progress of Methodism. Fourth and cheaper 
Edition, with Notes and Additions. Edited 
by the Author’s Son, the Rev. C. C. 
Sournery, M.A. 2 vols. crown 8vo. 12s. 


Spencer.—Essays: Scientific, Political, 
and Speculative. By Herprert SPENCER, 
Author of Social Statics. Reprinted chiefly 
from Quarterly Reviews. 8vo. price 12s.cloth. 


Spencer. The Principles of Psychology. By 
HERBERT SpENCcER, Author of Social Statics. 
8vo. price 16s. cloth. 


Stephen.— Lectures on the History of 
France. By the Right Hon. Sm Jamgs 
SrrpHeEn,K.C.B.,LL.D.,Professor of Modern 
History in the University of Cambridge. 
Third Edition. 2 vols. 8vo. price 24s. 


Stephen.—Essays in Ecclesiastical Bio- 
graphy ; from the Edinburgh Review. By 
the Right Hon. Siz James STEPHEN, K.C.B., 
LL.D., Professor of Modern History in 
the University of Cambridge. Third Edi- 


tion. 2 vols. 8vo. 24s. 
CONTENTS. 

1. Hildebrand. ; 4% Richard Baxter. 
2. Saint Francis of Assisi. 8. The Evangelical Suc- 
8. The Founders of Jesuit- cession. 

ism. . 9. William Wilberforce. 
4, Martin Luther. 10. The Clapham Sect. 
5. The Freuch Benedic- 11. The Historian of En- 

tines. thusiasm, 
6, The Port Royalists. 12. The Epilogue. 
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Stonehenge.— The Dog in Health and 

- Disease: Comprising the Natural History, 

' Zoological Classification, and Varieties of 
the Dog, as well as the various Modes of 
Breaking and Using him for Hunting, 
Coursing, Shooting, &c.; and including the 
Points or Characteristics of Toy Dogs. By 
STONEHENGE. With about 70 Illustrations 
engraved on Wood. Square crown 8vo. 
price 16s. half-bound. 


Stonehenge’s Work on the Greyhound: Being a 
Treatise on the Art of Breeding, Rearing, 
and Training Greyhounds for Public Run- 
ning; their Diseases and Treatment: Con- 
taining also Rules for the Management of 
Coursing Meetings, and for the Decision of 
Courses. With Frontispiece and Woodcuts. 
Square crown 8vo. 21s. 


Stow.—The Training System of Educa- 
tion; including Moral School Training for 
large Towns, and the Normal Seminary for 
Training Teachers to conduct the System. 
By Davip Stow, Esq., Honorary Secretary 
to the Normal Seminary, Glasgow. Eleventh 
Edition, enlarged; with Plates and Wood- 
cuts. Post 8vo. price 6s. 6d. 


Strickland. — Lives of the Queens of 
England. By Aenzs Stricknanp. Dedi- 
cated, by express permission, to Her Ma- 
jesty. Embellished with Portraits of every 
Queen, engraved from the most authentic 
sources. Complete in 8 vols. post 8vo. price 
7s. 6d. each.— Any Volume may be had 
separately to complete Sets. 


Memoirs of Rear-Admiral Sir William 
bag he Knt., C.B., F.R.8., Surveyor of 
the Navy, from 1832 to 1847: With Cor- 
respondence and other Papers relative to 
the Ships and Vessels constructed upon his 
Lines, as directed to be published under his 
Will. Edited by James A.SHarp. With 
Sections and Woodcuts. 8vo. price 21s. 


Taylor.— Loyola: and Jesuitism in its 


Rudiments. By Isaac Taytor. Post 8vo. 
with Medallion, 10s. 6d. 


Taylor.— Wesley and Methodism. By 
Isaao Tay1tor. Post 8vo. Portrait, 10s. 6d. 


Tennent. — Ceylon: an Account of the 
Island, Physical, Historical, and Topo- 
graphical: with copious Notices of its 
Natural History, Antiquities, and Produc- 
tions. Illustrated by 7 Maps, 17 Plans and 
Charts, and 101 Engravings on Wood. By 
Sir J. EmERson Tennent, K.C.S., LL.D., 
&e. 2 vols. 8vo. 
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COMPLETION 


THE TRAVELLER'S LIBRARY. 


a 


Summary of the Contents of the TRAVELLER’S LIBRARY, complete in 102 
Parts, price One Shilling each, or in 50 Volumes, price 2s. 6d. each in cloth.— 
To be had also, in complete Sets only, at Five Guineas per Set, bound tn cloth, 
lettered, in 25 Volumes, classified as follows :— 


VOYAGES AND TRAVELS. 


IN EUROPE. 
+ CONTINENTAL TOU 3%  cheaivel By J. BARROW. 
tCTIC VOYAGES AWN 

DISCOVERIES } doles Bx F. MAYNE 
BRITTANY AND THE BIBLE aE 1. HOPE. 
BRITTANY AND THE CHASE...... PE. 
CORSIC a i nies “ae F, anEGouGvus: 
GERMAN ETC. OTES O I, 

A TRAVELLER ....,..s0:e: .. BY 8. LAING. 
IGELAND. ..e. BY P. MILES. 
NORWAY, A RE SIDENCE IN...... BY S. LAING. 
NORWAY, RAMBLES IN...... vy T. FORESTER. 
RSS LA . BY THR Mz a) 18 DE CUSTINE. 
RUSSIA AND TURKEY .. ¥ S. R. M‘CULLOCH. 
ST. PETERSBURG.. v M. JERRMANN, 
THE Sls oh THE SOU TH, By 8. BROOKS, 

WISsS T A SWIss 
a MOUNTAINS } sx BR, FERGUSON. 
MON’ r BLANC ASCENT OF ,.....By J. AULDJO, 
SKETC Bas OF WATU RE} py F, VON TSCHUDI. 

VISIT TO THE VAUDOIS 

SS PDO re Fearn By E, BAINES, 





IN ASIA. 
CHINA AND THIBET........ BY THE ABBE’ HUC. 
SYRIA AND PALESTINE............ “ EOTHEN.” 
THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS, sy P. GIRONIERE. 
IN AFRICA. 
AFRICAN WANDERINGS........ 8 BY M. WERNE. 


X. DURR 
NIGER EXPLORATION. .sy a HUTCHINSON. 
THE ZULUS OF NATAL........ x G. H. MASON. 


IN AMERICA. 


BRAZIL). cassisvrcseccsevees BY E. WILBERFORCE, 
CANADA, ...ccccccccces sonces By A. M. JAMESON 

CUBA oscnacscess cas svete Fes BE W. H. HURLBUT. 
NORTH AMERICAN WILDS .... By C. LANMAN, 


IN AUSTRALIA. 
AUSTRALIAN COLONIES. ...... BY W. HUGHES, 


‘ ROUND THE WORLD. 
A LADY’S YOYAGE..........B¥ IDA PFEIFFER. 


HISTORY AND BIOGRAPHY. 


MEMOIR OF THE DUKE OF WELLINGTON. 
THE LIFE OF MARSHAL } BY THE REV. oe 0. 
TURE CKA 


ween erevsacesece 


SCHAMYL .... 
FERDINAND I. AND MAXIMI- } ae BACH: 
EIAN UL cote! AUTOBIOG 


 ARAGO'B AUTOBIOGRAPHY, 
THOMAS HOLCROFT’S MEMOIRS. 


URC 

CDOT OF DR. JOHNSON, sy MBS. PIOZZI 
EY AND CHRISTENDOM. 

LEIPSIC CAMPAIGN, By THE REV. G. R. GLEIG. 

AN ESSAY ON THE LIFE AND) sy HENRY 
GENIUS OF THOMAS FULLERS ROGERS, 


ESSAYS BY LORD MACAULAY. 


WARREN HASTINGS. 

LORD CLIVE. 

WILLIAM PITT. 

THE EARL OF CHATHAM. 
RANKE’S HISTORY OF THE POPES. 
GLADSTONE ON CHURCH AND STATE, 
ADDISON’S LIFE AND WRITINGS. 
HORACE WALPOLE, 

LORD BACON. 


LORD BYRON 

COMIC DRAMATISTS OF THE RESTORATION. 
FREDERIC THE GREAT. 

HALLAM’S CONSTITUTIONAL HISTORY. 
7 aca OF BOSWELL’S LIFE OF 


LORD MACAULAY’S SPEECHES ON PARLIA- 
MENTARY REFORM, 


WORKS OF FICTION. 


THE LOVE STORY, rzom SOUTHEY’S DOCTOR. 


FROM THE 
SIR ROGER DE COVERLEY....} ooror4TOR. 


MEMOIRS OF A MAITRE-D’ARMES, py DUMAS. 
ORSON + fesees. py E, SOUVESTRE. 


AN ATTIC PHTLOSO- } .....px E. SOUVESTRE. 


SIR EDWARD SEAWARD’S NARRATIVE OF 
HIS SHIPWRECK. 


NATURAL HISTORY, &c. 


ar bic A casei OF 
REATION 


By DR. L. KEMP, 


ELECTRIC TELEGRAPH, &c. By DR. G. 
OUR COAL-FIELPS AND OUR 
CORNWALL, ITS MINES, 


COAL-PITS, 
é&c, 


MISCELLANEOUS WORKS. 


LECTURES AND appressEs { ®¥ (82 EArt oF 
SELECTIONS FROM SYDNEY ? ° 
WRITINGS emits 


PRINTING .......cecscscescecseeees BY A. STARK, 


RAILWAY MORALS AND 


RAILWAY PO . BY H. SPENCER. 


LICY 
MORMONISM .. px THE REV. w. J. CONYBEARE. 
LONDO J. BR. M‘CULLOOG. 
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Thirlwall.— The History of Greece. By 
the Right Rev. the Lorp Brsuor of Sr. 
Davi’s (the Rev. Connop Thirlwall). 8 
vols. 8vo. with Maps, £8. —- An Hdition in 
8 vols. fep. 8vo. with Vignette Titles, 28s. 


Thomson’s Seasons. Edited by Bolton 
Connery, Esq. [Illustrated with 77 fine 
Wood Engravings from Designs by Mem- 
bers of the Etching Club. Square crown 8vo. 
21s. cloth; or 86s. bound in morocco. 


Thomson (the Rev. Dr.) — An Outline of 
the necessary Laws of Thought: A Treatise 
on Pure and Applied Logic. By W1L11aAM 
THomson, D.D., Provost of Queen’s College, 
Oxford. 4¢k Edition. Fop. 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Thomson’s Tables of Interest, at Three, 
Four, Four-and-a-Half, and Five per Cent., 
from One Pound to Ten Thousand, and from 


1 to 365 Days, in a regular progression of | 


single Days; with Interest at all the above 
Rates, from One to Twelve Months, and 
from Qne to Ten Years. Also, numerous 
other Tables of Exchanges, Time, and Dis- 
counts. New Edition. 12mo. price 8s, 


The Thumb Bible; or, Verbum Sempi- 
ternum. By J. Tayztor. Being an Epi- 
tome of the Old and New Testaments in 
English Verse. Reprinted from the Kdition 
of 1693 ; boundandclasped. 64mo. 1s. 6d. 


Todd (Dr.)—The Cyclopedia of Anatomy 
and Physiology. Edited by Roszrr B. 
Topp, M.D., F.B.S8., &c., Physician to 
King’s College Hospital; late Professor of 
General and Morbid Anatomy in King’s 
College, London. Assisted in the various 
departments by nearly all the most eminent 
cultivators of physiological science of the 
present age. Now complete in 5 vols. 8vo. 
pp. 6,350, illustrated with 2,853 Wood- 
cuts, price £6. 63. cloth. — 


Tooke.—Histery of Prices, and of the 
State of the Circulation, during the Nine 
Years from 1848 to 1856 inclusive. Form- 


ing Vos. V. and VI. of Tooke’s History of 


Prices from 1792 to the Present Time; and 
comprising a copious Index to the whole of 
the Six Volumes. By THomas Tooxs, 
F.R.S. and Witt1am NEwmarcn. 2 vols. 
‘Byo. price 528. 6d. 


Trevelyan (Sir C.) — Original Papers 
illustrating the History of the Application . 


of the Roman Alphabet to the Languages 
of India. 
M.A., late Professor of Sanskrit in the 
Wast-India College, Haileybury. S8vo. with 
Map, 12s. 
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Trollope.—The Warden: a Novel. By 
ANTHONY TROLLOPE. New:and cheaper Fdi- 
tion. Crown 8vo. price 3s, 6d. cloth. 


Trollope’s Barchester Towers, a Sequel to the 
Warden. New and cheaper Edition, com- 
plete m One Volume. Crown 8vo. 5s. 


Sharon Turner’s History of the Anglo- 
Saxons, from the Earliest Period to the 
Norman Conquest. Seventh Edition, revised 
by the Rev. S. TunnER. 3 vols. 8vo. 36s. 


Dr. Turton’s Manual of the Land and 
Fresh- Water Shells of Great Britain: With 
Figures of each of the kinds, New Edition, 
with Additions, by Dr. J. E. Gray, F.R.8., 
&c., Keeper of the Zoological Collection in 
the British Museum. Crown 8yo. with 12 
coloured Plates, price 15s. cloth. 


Dr. Ure’s Dictionary of Arts, Manufac- 
tures, and Mines: Containing a clear Expo- 
sition of their Principles and Practice. 
Fourth Edition, much enlarged ; most of 
the Articles being entirely re-written, and 
many new Articles added. With nearly 
1,600 Woodcuts. 2 vols. 8vo. price 60s. 


Uwins.—Memoir and Correspondence of 
Thomas Uwins, R.A., late Keeper of the 
Royal Galleries and of the National Gallery, 
&c. Edited by Mrs. Uwins. 2 vols. post 
Svo. 188. 


Van Der Hoeven’s Handbook of Zoology. 
Translated by the Rev. WinLiaAm Cxarx, 
M.D., F.R.S., &c. Professor of Anatomy 
in the University of Cambridge. 2 vols. 
8vo. with 24 Plates of Figures, price 60s. 
cloth ; or separately, Vou. I. Invertebrata, 
30s., and Vou. IT. Vertebrata, 30s. 


Vehse.—Memoirs of the Court, Aristo- 
craoy, and Diplomacy of Austria. By Dr. E. 
VeuseE. Translated from the German by 
FRANZ DEMMLER. 2 vols. post 8vo. 21s. 


¥on Tempsky.— Mitla; or, Incidents 
and Personal Adventures on a Journey in 
Mexico, Guatemala, and Salvador, in the 
Years 1853 to 1855. By G.F. Von TEempsxy. 
With Map, Illustrations in colours, and 
Woodcuts, 8vo. 18s. 


Wade. — England’s Greatness : Its Rise 
and Progress inGovernment, Laws, Religion, 
and Social: Life; Agriculture, Commerce, 
and Manufactures ; Science, Literature, and 
the Arts, from the Earliest Period to the 
Peace of Paris. By Jonn Wank, Author of 
the Cabinet Lawyer, &c. Poat 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Wanderings in the Land of Ham. Bya 
DavGurer of JaAPHET. Post 8vo. 8s. 6d. 
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Waterton.—Essays on Natural History, 
chiefly Ornithology. By C. WaTERTon, Esq. 
With the Autobiography of the Author. 
2 vols, fep. 8vo. 10s. 


Waterton’s Essays on Natural Histery. Third 
Series; with a Continuation of the Auto- 
biography, and a Portrait of the Author. 
Second Ed:tion, ¥cp. 8vo. price 6s. 


Watson’s Cybele Britannica; or, British 
Plants and their Geographical Relations. 
By Hewetr CotTrett Watson. 4 vols. 
8vo. price 42s. cloth ; or each vol. separately, 
price 10s.6d. The fourth volume is de- 
voted to general views and tabular sum- 
maries, showing the phyto-geography of 
Britain under various aspects. 


Webb. — Celestial Objects for Common 
Telescopes. By the Rev. T. W. WEsz, 
M.A., E.R.A.8., Incumbent of Hardwick, 
Herefordshire. With Woodcuts, and a Map 
of the Moon 12 inches in diameter engraved 
on Steel. 16mo. 7s. 


-Webster and Parkes’s Encyclopedia of 
Domestic Economy; comprising such sub- 
jects as are most immediately connected with 
Housekeeping: As, The Construction of 
Domestic Edifices, ‘with the Modes of Warm- 
ing, Ventilating, and Lighting them—A de- 
scription of the various articles of Furniture, 
with the nature of their Materials—Duties of 
Servants—&. New Edition; with nearly 
1,000 Woodcuts. 8vo. price 50s. 


Weld. — The Pyrenees, West and East, 
a Summer Holiday in 1858. By Cuarzzs 
RicHARED WELD, Barrister-at-Law. With 
8 Illustrations in Chromo-xylography from 
Drawings by the Author. Post 8vo. 12s. 6d. 


Weld’s Vacation Tour in the United States 
and Canada. Post 8vo. with Map, 10s. 6d. 


Weld’s Vacations in Ireland. Post 8vo. with 
View. 10s. 6d. 


Willich’s Popular Tables for ascertain- 


ing the Value of Lifehold, Leasehold, and . 


Church Property, Renewal Fines, &c.; the 
Public Funds ; Annual Average Price and 
Interest on Consols from 1731 to 1858; 
Chemical, Geographical, Astronomical, Tri- 
gonometrical Tables; Common and Hy- 
perbolic Logarithms; Constants, Squares, 
Cubes, Roots, Reciprocals; Diameter, Cir- 
cumference, and Area of Circles; Length of 
Chords and Circular Arcs; Area and Dia- 
gonal of Squares; Diameter, Solidity, and 
Superficies of Spheres; Bank Discounts; 
Bullion and Notes, 1844 to 1859. Fourth 
Edition, enlarged. Post 8vo. price 10s. 


Wilmot’s Abridgment of Blackstone’s 
Commentaries on the Laws of England, in- 
tended for the use of Young Persons, and 
comprised in a series of Letters from a Father 
to his Daughter. 12mo. price 6s. 6d. 


Wilson’s Bryologia Britannica: Con- 
taining the Mosses of Great Britain and 
Ireland systematically arrangedand described 
according to the Method of Bruch and 
Schimper ; with 61 illustrative Plates. Being 
a New Edition, enlarged and altered, of the 
Muscologia Britannica of Messrs. Hooker and 
Taylor. 8vo. 423.; or, with the Plates 
coloured, price £4. 48. cloth. 


Yonge.—A New English-Greek Lexicon 
Containing all the Greek Words used by 
Writers of good authority. By C. D. 
Yona@sz, B.A. Second Edition, revised and 
corrected. Post 4to. price 21s. 


Yonge’s New Latin Gradus: Containing 
Every Word used by the Poets of good 
authority. For the use of Eton, West- 
minster, Winchester, Harrow, Charterhouse, 
and Rugby Schools; King’s College, Lon- 
don; and Marlborough College. Sixth 
Edition. Post 8vo. price 9s.; or with 
APPENDIX of Epithets classified, 12s. 


Youatt’s Work on the Horse, comprising 
also a Treatise on Draught. With numerous 
Woodcut Illustrations, chiefly from Designs 
by W. Harvey. New Edition, revised and 
enlarged by E. N. Gasrret, M.R.CS., 
C.V.S., Secretary to the Royal College of 
Veterinary Surgeons. In One Volume, 8vo. 
price 10s. 6d. cloth. 


Youatt.— The Dog. By William Youatt. A 
New Edition; with numerous Engravings, 
from Designs by W. Harvey. 8vo. 6s. 


Young. — The Christ of History: An 
Argument grounded in the Facts of Hrs 
Life on Earth. By Jonn Youne, LL.D. 
Second Edition. Post 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Young.—The Mystery; or, Evil and God. By 
Joun Youne, LL.D. Post 8yvo. 7s. 6d. 


Zumpt’s Grammar of the Latin Lan- 


guage. ‘Translated and adapted for the 
use Of English Students by Dr. L. Scuairsz, 
F.R.S.E.: With numerous Additions and 
Corrections by the Author and Translator. 
4th Edition, thoroughly revised. 8vo. 14s. 
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